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CURRENT TOPICS. 





AN INTERESTING QUESTION, Which has been often mooted, 
and upon which opinions and Nisi Prius decisions of 
great weight have been given, but which has not 
‘hitherto been decisively settled, was again raised and not 
decided a few days ago in the Exchequer Division in a 
case of Low v, Goodman. It was laid down in Hardy's 
case (24 How. State Trials, 755) that in political proseou- 
tions, where the Government is directly concerned, the 
‘channels through which information reaches the ears of 
the prosecuting authority must not be disclosed. 
Does this rule apply to ordinary prosecutions? In 
the recent case the question arose in an action 
ol ol gaan and yr gen prosecu- 

y & woman against tho ~ super- 
of the county of Leicester, with reference 


-to an interrogatery callmg upon the defendant to 
“ state’ what was the information you. received, how, 
when, and from whom yot received it?” and it was 
argued that to compel an answer to thése questions 
would be against public policy;- for if the. defendant 
could be compelled to disclose his source of informa- 


‘|. fion, no one would ever give him any information 


again for fear of the consequences. It. does not 
seem to have been observed that the same objection 
was raised some years ago in a case of &. vy. 
Richardson (3 F. & F. 693), where, on an indict- 
ment for administering poison with intent to murder, 
the police, in consequence of certain information, found 
the bottle containing the poison in a place used by the 
prisoner. At the trial the policeman was asked the 
source of his information, but ‘refused to answer, saying 
that he had received printed instructions forbidding him 
to name the persons from whom any information was re- 
ceived, unless ordered to do so by the superintendent. 
Lord Chief Justice Cockburn ordered the policeman im- 
mediately to answer the question, observing that on this 
occasion it was most essential to the ends of justice that 
it should be answered. In Attorney-General v. Briant 
(15 M. & W. 180) Pollock, C.B., expressed an opinion 
that the rule in Hardy’s case did not apply to ordinary 
prosecutions, and the leading English text book writers 
incline to this view. There is, no doubt, much to be 
said on both sides with reference to the policy of the 
rule, but we think there can be little doubt that the 
balance of advantage will not be on the side of 
protecting the mysterious police formula “ from infor- 
mation received.’’ 





We rrivr in another column a correspondence be- 
tween Mr. Collins, the president’of the County Court 
Registrars’ Association, and the president and council of 
the Incorporated Law Society. It will be remembered 
that Mr. E. F. Burton gave evidence before the com- 
mittee on the County Court Jurisdiction Bill last session. 
Mr. Burton had arrived at certain strong conclusions on 
the subject before the committee, and expressed those 
conclusions in rather forcible language. He was at the 
time president of the Incorporated Law Society, 
and, of course, stated that he was president, and, 
in answer to a question by Mr. Norwood, said 
that “the council of the law society, of which 
I am president at this moment, are a sort of focus 
of communication for the whole profession in England, 
and when the three Bills which are now before the com- 
mittee were brought in, we had a chorus of correspond- 
ence on the subject from all parts of England, and every 
letter gave some reason why the Bills should not pass.” 
But it does not appear that Mr. Burton was summoned 
to give evidence in the capacity of president, nor do we 
find in the printed evidence any statement that the 
opinions he expressed were shared by the council of the 
society. But the president of the Association of County 
Court Registrars appears to have been persuaded that the 
evidence was given “‘ ostensibly as emanating from” the 
Incorporated Law Society. He has addressed a letter 
to the president and council asking them to testify their 
disapproval of the evidence, and has received in reply a 
statement that the evidence was notin any way intended 
to bind the society, but was merely an expression of 
Mr. Burton’s own views with regard to the working of 
the county court system. As Mr. Burton, speaking as 
an individual, has precisely the same right to express his 
views on the one side as the president of the Association 
of County Court Registrars has to express his views oa the 
other side, we might leave the matter here, but that 
one of the passages quoted by Mr. Collins from Mr. 
Burton's evidence relates to this journal. He says; “To 
question 4,406 Mr, Burton says: ‘No one over dreams 
of reporting a county court judge's decision,’ and to 
4,408, ‘I do not know where they are reported except in 
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make fun of them.’” 
from a general impression ; 
not inaccurate. 


No legal journal that is worthy of the nam 


ean possibly avoid doing so, and Mr. Collins would 


certainly be the last man to desire to exempt the deci 
sions of county court judges from the criticism and oc 


language 

solely in order to furnish subject of complaint or ridicule 
is preposterously unjust and misleading. It so happened 
that in the volume ending on October 26 last we printed 
reports of twenty-three county court cases. The only 
county court decision, so far as we can find, on which, in 
the whole of that volume, we commented was a decision 


of Mr. Daniel, Q.C., in Re W. B. Hamilton (22 Sou- 
crrors’ JOURNAL, 515), and the purport of our com- 
ments was to express approval of the decision, and 
to point out that, though novel, it was within the prin- 
ciple laid down by Lord Justice ‘Mellish in Ex parte 
So much for the notion that we seek to dis- 


Russell ! 
parage county court judgments. 





We concratutate Sir H. W. Peek, M.P., on his having 


deserted the Law List for a more interesting and profit- 


able subject of inquiry. The hon. baronet has given 


notice of his intention to ask the Attorney-General on 
the 17th of February “ whether his attention has been 
called to the general report by the comptroller in bank- 
ruptcy for the year ending 3lst of December, 1877, in 
which it is stated ‘ that there were nearly twice as many 
insolvencies in the year 1877 as in the year 1870;’ 
‘that the trust deeds of the Act of 1861, and the liquida- 
tions of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, though admirable in 
theory as a means of inducing debtors to deal honestly 
with their creditors, have in practice only served as a 
means by which debtors can more easily defraud their 
creditors;’ ‘that the rapid increase of arrangements 
and compositions arises from the fact of their being 
profitable at once to the debtors = to the agents who 
commonly advise the creditors ;’ to which, and many 
more statements of the kind, Mr. Mansfield Parkyns 
adds, ‘ the point to which I have especially desired to 
call attention is the enormous amount of fraudulent 
insolvency which appears to have been encouraged by 
the trust deeds of the Act of 1861 and the liquidations 
of the Act of 1869." And whether the Government pro- 
poses in any way to deal with the subject during the 
present session.” We do not quite know what 

measure the hon. baronet will suggest with reference to 
the “‘agents who commonly advise creditors,” but we 
really hope he will succeed in eliciting from the Attor- 
ney-General a reply that the Government mean to 
have the often mooted question of bankruptcy legisla- 
tion settled in the present session. 





We nave occasionally felt it our duty to our 
dissent from some of the views of Mr. Josiah W. Smith, 
Q.C., the judge of the Hereford County Court, as to “ the 
true principles of legal decision,” but we think that this 
gentleman was rather hardly treated by the Queen’s 
Bench Division last week. He was undoubtedly wrong 
in keeping om hand “a stereotyped form ot’ rply* 
refusing spplications for leave to 


them in, but that is often only to complain of them ’— 
or to use the exact words before the committee, ‘ to 
Mr. Burton was, no doubt, 
speaking and his words, 
as reported in the printed evidence, are in a sense 
We criticize county court decisions 
just as we do decisions of the superior courts. 





made by the learned judges of the Queen’s 
Division on the conduct of the county court j 


not to haye threatened the county court judge with the 
exercise by the Lord Chancellor of his extreme authority, 
It is very important that the successful suitor in 

e@ | county court should not be harassed with an a 

in a matter of very small pecuniary value, and we 
- | hope that the effect of the recent case will not be to 


appeals in such cases, 











we venture to. think that the propriety of the comments. 




















ae 
open to question, andit is beyond question that they cogs 
















- | make county court judges in general more ready to allow- 
casional complaint to which the decisions of all other 


judges are subject. But to construe Mr. Burton’s 
as meaning that we print county court decisions = 







ECCLESIASTICAL JURISDICTION. 


Tue case of Martin v. Mackonochie continues—to use 
the language of Mrs. Lirriper—to be a “ fruitful source 
of hot water’ in the judicial family. The Lord Chief 







Justice has, in a pamphlet which we need scarcely say, 
is vigorous and well written, repaid with interest the 
personalities to which Lord Penzance, as it would seem: 
unconsciously, condescended in Combe v. Edwards. An@ 
now Lord Penzance revenges himself by informing the- 
public that he does not intend to read his opponent's 
criticisms. We are sorry for it, for they are worth read- 
ing, and, if they can be answered, worth answering. 
Nor can any one answer them with less personal incon. 
venience than Lord Penzance. He has no need to resort. 
to a rival pamphlet. He has only to order the unlucky 
suit of Combe v. Edwards to be placed in the Arches 
Court paper “ to be mentioned,” and there he has, ready 
made, the opportunity of delivering a fresh philippic. 
We are not going to weary our readers with reitera 

our observations with reference to the substantial ques. 
tions at issue in the pending appeal (see ante, p. 22), 
but there are several incidental matters connected with 
the case which appear to deserve remark. No doubt the 
points involved are important, but, as we shall proceed 
to show, not so important as is generally supposed. 
The notion, for example, entertained by the Primate: 
himself, that the coming judgment of the Court of 
Appeq] can have any bearing whatever on proceedings 
under the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, is 
wholly without foundation. Yet we observe that in. 
answer to a representation presented to him under that 
Act against the Rev. Mr. Lowder, he has assigned 
(under sectfoh 9) as a reason for refusing to permit pro-- 
ceedings to be taken the recent decision of the Queen’s. 
Bench Division and the fact of the appeal. But nothing 
which the Court of Appeal decides, can have the slightest 
bearing on the Act of 1874. For Martin v. Mackonochie~ 
‘was commenced before it was passed, and is a criminab 
suit begun, carried on, and concluded under the provis 
sions of the Church Discipline Act of 1843. The mis- 
take of the Archbishop, however, is, we believe, widely- 
shared, and Mr. Mackonochie’s success is regarded by 
many friends and foes of Ritualism as a great blow at 
the recent statute. 

Again, Lord Penzance himself takes a very exaggerated 
view of the effect of the decision of the Queen’s Bench. 
According to him, if it is upheld, the efficiency of his 
court will be “ wholly arrested” ; and for this reason it: 
is that he has felt it his duty to protest against the new. 
interpretation given, as he conceives, to the word. 
“ jurisdiction,” and the ‘‘ paralysing influence over this: 
court which has been usurped by the Queen’s Bench 
Division under colour of it.’’ One might suppose, when. 
reading this emphatic and excited language, that the. 
Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Mellor had ex- 
inguished the Arches Court altogether; but, in point of: 
fact, even if the Queen's Bench judgment be upheld in 
its broadest sense, the Arches Court will still retain ite 
powersof monition, of suspension and deprivation, but will 
not be able without a fresh suit to superadd suspension 
to monition and deprivation to suspension. It will still 
also have the power of “ aiguitying ” the contempt of. 
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an offending clergyman to the Chancery Division, and 
thus subject him to imprisonment until obedience. All 
it will have lost will be the power, which Lord Penzance 
claims for it, of summarily and without a fresh suit in- 
fiicting @ sentence of suspension for a fixed term for dis- 
nce to a previously-issued monition. Whether it 
has this power is the question to be decided. If it has, 
it possesses 10 doubt an effective weapon, though 
certainly one which it has scarcely ever wielded. But 
if it has not, there still remains an adequate machinery 
in the process of “ significavit” for the enforcement of 
its sentences. Lord Penzance seems to think it a cruel 
kindness to a defendant to insist that he must be im- 
med and not suspended for contumacy. ‘ Sus- 
ion,” he says, ‘‘ must surely be a much less onerous 
punishment than continued imprisonment ”’—and so in 
one sense it is, But in another, it is more severe. A 
imprisoned for contumacy need not remain 
in custody for an hour. He can, under the provisions of 
53 Geo. 3, c. 127, gain his discharge at once by submission. 
The suspension for a fixed term, on the other hand, he 
cannot get rid of without the consent of the promoter, 
even though he were ready to render unconditional and 
immediate submission. 

There are two other matters, both incidental to the 
case in hand, upon which the Lord Chief Justice 
and Lord Penzance bestow many words and display 
not a little temper, both of which are immaterial 
to the real issue in Martin v. Mackonochie. The first 
is with reference to the power of the Queen’s Bench 
to prohibit the Judicial Committee. Lord Penzance 
suggests that no such power exists. The Chief Justice 
insists that in ecclesiastical and admiralty appeals the 
Judicial Committee simply represents the Court of 
Delegates, who certainly could be and were from time 
totime prohibited. The court has changed its name, 
but its jurisdiction remains the same as before. We 
have little doubt that whenever the question comes to be 
discussed this view will be held to be the sound one; 
and if it be thought undesirable in form to prohibit the 
Sovereign in Council, the difficulty will easily be evaded 
by directing the writ to the members of the committee. 
But in the present case the point does not arise, for the 
prohibition has gone to the Arches Court and not to the 
Judicial Committee. 

The second topic of irrelevant controversy is the 
comparative merit of lay and ecclesiastical judges. The 
Dean of Arches broadly hints that the Queen’s Bench 
knows nothing about ecclesiastical law. The Chief 
Justice replies, ‘‘ We know as much, or are as capable of 
learning as much, as you, an ex-baron of the Exchequer 
and ex-judge of the Divorce Court.” The dispute is un- 
dignified and entirely beside the present question. For 
in his sentence on Mr. Mackonochie, Lord Penzance 
simply followed two decisions of a court of appeal, com- 
posed, so far as its legal element was concerned, of 
judges without any pretensions to a profound knowledge 
of ecclesiastical lore. In Martin v. Mackonochie (ist 
mit, L, R. 3 P. OC. 409), the Judicial Committee passed 
4 sentence of suspension from office. In Hebbert 
¥. Purchas (L. BR. 4 P. ©. 301), they passed a 
fentence of suspension from office and benefice. But 
in neither case were the members of the tribunal 

ecclesiastical judges.” In the former Lords Hatherley 
and Chelmsford, bred respectively at the chancery and 
Common law bars, were the legal members of the com- 
mittee; in the latter the same two lords, Sir James 
Colville, and Sir Montague Smith—none of them 
specially skilled in ecclesiastical practice—were respon- 
tible for the decision. In our opinion they are none 
the worse—indeed, they are the better for that. On a 
Question of ecclesiastical law, or of any other special 

ent of law, we believe a highly trained lawyer 
nt of any special knowledge is, at least, as likely 

Come to a right conclusion as the most learned of 

ts. Lord Penzance’s elaborate contrast, there- 
between lawyers who, from their training, are 








familiar or are not familiar with ecclesiastical process, is 
really a waste of words. It is, however, worthy of ob- 
servation that neither Sir Herbert Jenner Fust, nor Dr. 
Lushington, nor Sir Robert Phillimore, his predecessors 
in the office of Dean of Arches, and all of them specially 
skilled in the subject, seem to have been aware that they 

the power which he now claims. Whether his 
claim is well-founded will, we presume, be some day 
decided once for all by the House of Lords, and until the 
final judgment is given, the Lord Chief Justice and 
Lord Penzance will best consult their own dignity by 
maintaining an unbroken silence. Meanwhile, their 
industry has provided ample materials for the counsel 
who have to argue Martin v. Mackonochie before the 
Court of Appeal. There is probably little to be said 
which the two illustrious disputants have not said 
already. ‘‘ Them’s my sentiments,” said a cottager to 
whom the late Dean Hook was administering religious 
instruction, pointing to a Bible on a book-shelf in his 
cottage. ‘‘Them’s my sentiments,” the counsel might 
well say to the Court of Appeal, pointing on the one side 
and the other, without comment of their own, to the 
elaborate arguments of the Lord Chief Justice and Lord 
Penzance. 








ASSIGNMENT OF MONEYS TO BECOME DUE 
ON A CONTRACT. 


Tue case of Brice v. Bannister (26 W. R. 670, L. R. 3 
Q. B. D. 569) raised a point of great importance with 
regard to the law of contract. The case involved equit- 
able doctrines qualifying the common law on the subject. 
There could not be much dispute about the rule of 
equity on the matter, but against the result produced by 
the application of that rule, Lord Justice Brett (who dis- 
sented from the decision of the majority, Bramwell and 
Cotton, L.JJ.) protested in a most forcible judgment, 
and Lord Justice Bramwell yielded with great reluctance 
to the authorities in the Court of Chancery on the 
subject. 

The question arose with regard to the assignment of 
moneys due or to become due on a contract, the facts 
being these. G. agreed to build a vessel for the defend- 
ant, the price of which was to be paid by instalments. 
Before the vessel was finished, G., being in debt to the 
plaintiff, by an instrument in writing directed the defend- 
ant to pay to the plaintiff £100 out of moneys due, or to 
become due, from the defendant to G. At the time of 
giving this direction all the instalments which were due 
had been paid by the defendant to G. Notice in writing 
of the above-mentioned instrument was given to the de- 
fendant, but he refused to be bound by it, and afterwards 
made advances to G., in respect of the balance of the 
price of the vessel, amounting to more than £100. It 
was held that the instrument in writing constituted a 
valid assignment of £100, part of the moneys due, or to 
become due, from the defendant to G., and that the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover that amount from the 
defendant notwithstanding the subsequent payments by 
him to G. It was proved that unless the defendant had 
made these payments to G., the latter could not have 
completed the vessel. Lord Justice Brett in delivering 
his judgment pointed out that advances out of purchase- 
money to become due in future by one contracting party 
constituted in business a frequent expedient for putting 
the other contracting party in a position to complete the 
contract. He then proceeded as follows:—" It is true 
the defendant had notice of this so-called equitable 
assignment, but it was a matter between the builder of 
the ship and a third person over which the defendant, 
the purchaser of the ship, had no control, and the 
question is whether we are to allow an equitable 
doctrine to hamper and impede an ordinary business 
transaction.” There is, perhaps, here a slight trace of 
latent contempt on the part of the shipping and 
commercial lawyer for the Lincoln’s-inn gentry. 
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The Lord Justice proceeds: “I cannot bring myself to 
agree that either by virtue of the Judicature Act or other- 
wise, business transactions are to be hampered by any 
doctrine which will prevent a man from doing what he 
otherwise might do, merely because something has 
happened between other parties. I would, therefore, 
confine this remedy to a case where a debt has actually 
accrued due from one person to another, or, at least, I 
would confine it simply to the case where nothing 
remains to be done by the person who is assignor. In 
that case nothing remains to be done by him but to 
receive money from the person who is to pay him, and 
that money he makes over to the equitable assignee. 
But I cannot think that this doctrine should be extended 
so as to prevent the parties to an unfulfilled contract 
from either cancelling or modifying or dealing with it in 
the ordinary course of business.” Bramwell, L.J., said, 
“TI have reluctantly come to the conclusion that this 
judgment should be affirmed. I say reluctantly, because 
I feel the great force of my brother Brett’s observations ; 
it does seem to me a strange thing, and hard on a man, 
that he should enter into a contract with another, and 
then find that, because the other has entered into some 
eontract with a third, he, the first man, is unable to do 
that which it is reasonable and just he should do for his 
own good. But the law seems to be so, and any one 
who enters into a contract with A. must do so with the 
understanding that B. may be the person with whom he 
will have to reckon.” 


It appears to us that the judgment of Brett, L.J., 
rather passes by the 6th sub-section of the 25th section 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, which enacts that any 
absolute assignment in writing, under the hand of the 
assignor (not purporting to be by way of charge only), 
ef any debt or other legal chose in action of which ex- 
press notice in writing shall have been given, &c., shall 
be and be deemed to have been effectual in law to pass 
and transfer the legal right to such debt or chose in 
action. But we are not at present concerned to discuss 
the existing law on the subject. The more interesting 
question from a theoretical point of view is the question 
what the law ought to be. There is no doubt that the 
doctrines of equity are an interference with what one 
may call the natural principle of the law of contract. 
What we deem the natural principle of the law of con- 
tract is that which bases contractual obligation on 
aggregatio mentium. I enter into a certain contractual 
relation with B. Perhaps I should not have entered into 
the same relation with C. It is clear that even equity 
Will not allow of the tramsfer of a contractual relation 
for some purposes. If personal skill or other personal 
considerations entered into the matter, B. cannot transfer 
the performance of the contracttoC. Butitis generally 
With regard to the payment of moneys due under the 
contract that these questions of assignment arise. Yet, 
even with regard to these questions, the assignment may 
involve the putting upon a person against his will an 
obligation which he never promised to undertake. I may 
personally dislike C. and know him to be my enemy, and 
would on no aecount knowingly become his debtor. I 

contract with B. because I know him to 





———=>= 


by allowing him to do so puts on the debtor a — 


obligation otherwise than by mere force of the contragy 
surely cannot be considered as a fatal objection per gg, 
The common law, in numberless cases, superadds to 
contractual relation terms which the contracting party 
never in fact agreed to originally. Take the law of 
carriers, of innkeepers, and of other bailees for 


Is it, then, unjust to the debtor? The fact is thatag, — 


matter of ordinary business, and in the vast majority of. 
cases, it makes no difference at all to me whether I hays 
to pay money to B. or to ©. Any motive I may have 
for preferring to be bound to pay money to B. rather 
than to C. (other than matters recognized as equities in 
my favour by courts of equity) must be indirect motives 
not legitimately arising out of the business relation, an@ 
therefore motives which the law may disregard when it 
is considering the balance of convenience. It would by 
obviously quite impossible practically to forbid assign- 
ments of choses in action altogether, and if they are to be 
assigned, it is mere useless technicality to keep up the 
legal rule which forbids actions in the name of the a 
signee. 

But it may be urged that the case of Brice v. Ban- 
nister was peculiar. In that case no doubt ah 
arose beyond any such general considerations as we have 
been discussing. But itis a fallacy to keep the eye fixed 
on the one particular case as an illustration of the work. 
ing of the equitable rule. Suppose, as might well happen, 
that the purchaser of the ship was not in a position to 
make advances out of the purchase-money. Then the 
power of the party who had contracted to build the ship 
to perform his contract might depend on his getting aa 
advance on an assignment of the payments to becomes 
due. But if the purchaser could afterwards be heard to 


say that he was not bound to pay the money to the 


assignee, how could such an advance be procured? It 
seems to us that the argument from “business” con- 
siderations, upon which Brett, L.J., laid such stress, 
is susceptible of being turned round the other way 
with crushing effect. Surely every argument from 
business considerations goes to show thata man ought 
te be allowed to utilize every asset that he may posses 
which is naturally available. It seems to us that the 
objection raised by Brett, L.J., to the equitable doe 
trine of assignment of choses in action which ar2 nob 
actually complete debts fails entirely, and yet on the 
special grounds which he puts forward as objections & 
the applicability of the rule as against the defendant 
in the particular case we cannot but agree with him 
that there is a very strong reason for dissatisfaction 
with the resalt of it. The contractor, being i# 
debt, raises money on the assignment of the 
future payments for the ship. The money so raised 
goes in payment of hie debts, and he has 1 
means of proceeding with the ship. The pur 
chaser then advances the moneys, by the aid of which 
the ship is finished. Now, inasmuch as it is clear on the 
hypothesis that the assignee of the payments would nevet 
have got them at all if the purchaser of the ship had 
not made the advances, we cannot see why he s 

get them at the expense of the purchaser of the ship. 
When the assignee advanced the money on the faith of 
future payments in respect of a ship to be completed ia 
future, he ran the risk of the payments never being made 
through the insolvency of the contractor. It seems t 
us doubtful whether these advances by the purchaser @ 
the extent to which they were necessary for the com 
pletion of the ship, could be looked upon as payments of 
purchase-money under the contract at all. It might be 
urged that they were advances for which the purchase 
ought to have a right upon the ship; that if the ship 
was already his property, so far as it was complete, he 
had a right to make advances to the contractor to enable 
him to finish the ship, jast as he would have had 
employ @ third person to do so upon the failure of the 
contractor, If the ship was not his property, 

mote diffleulty would arise. The facts as stated in 
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— 
-qeports are not very clear as to the exact nature of the 
transaction in respect of these advances. Cotton, L.J., 
in giving judgment, appears to deal with arguments 
to those which we have suggested, by saying that 
‘¢he case was not one in which the contractor, after his 
to complete the ship under the contract, was em- 
by the purchaser to complete the work as his 
agent or servant, and that the defendant could at best 
be looked upon as a third party making advances 
o the contractor to enable him to complete the ship, who 
would not have priority over the plaintiff. It may be 
go, but we should be very much disposed, if possible, to 
the substance of the transaction as otherwise. 
In any case, it is in this direction, if anywhere, that the 
escape from the difficulties suggested by Brett, 
LJ.,must be looked for, and not in such sweeping 
restriction as he suggests of the equitable doctrine of 
assignment of choses in action. 






















Rebhtiews. 


CONVEYANCING. 


A Comrenpium oF PreceDENTs IN ConvEyANcine: Com- 
PRISING THE FORMS REQUIRED IN ORDINARY PRACTICE. 
By Tuomas Key and Howarp Warsvurton Expuin- 
stoxz, Barristers-at-Law. Two Vols. W. Maxwell 
& Son. 

The title of this book explains very clearly its design. 
The authors limit themselves to the forms and pre- 
cedents required in the ordinary practice of convey- 
ancing, but their collection of these is very extensive 
both as regards classes of forms and forms in each class. 
Under the main headings they adopt the practice of 
prefacing the precedents with a large number of varia- 
‘tionsin the different parts of the instrument. Thus under 
“conveyances’’ we have eighty-four forms of recitals, 
eight of consideration and receipt, forty-four of parcels, 
andsoon. The result is both to facilitate comparison 
of the forms of particular parts and also greatly to 
abbreviate the subsequent precedents. There are no 
introductory disquisitions on the different classes of 
instruments, but short notes are given where explana- 
tion seems to be needed. It is obvious that the book is 
intended primarily to meet the wants of the solicitor’s 
ofice, and there can be no question that it constitutes 
one of the most elaborate and, at the same time, con- 
sidering its range and character, the most handy books 
of precedents for this purpose which has appeared in 
recent times, 

As might be expected, the general character of the 
precedents does not differ greatly from that to which, 
since the supremacy of Davidson, the profession has 
been accustomed. It would be absurd to express a 
‘confident general opinion from the result of a mere 
perusal of a selection of the forms, but we may say 
that those we have examined are careful and acourate. 
Thestrongest part of Vol. I. seems to be that devoted 
‘to leases, which strikes us as very satisfactory, and 
for ordinary purposes considerably more useful than 
the volume of Davidson or the section of Prideaux on 
the same subject. The collection of forms is very 
tatensive, and many are very carefully framed, Thus, 
there is a good form of underlease of business 

on p. 538; a very complete form of lease of 
use on p. 560; and a proviso, on p. 591, 

With’ reference to the. sale under a distress of things 

toveuanted to be consumed on the premises, with re- 

ference to Hawkins vy. Walrond (22 W. R. 824, L. R. 

1G P.D. 280). We are a little surprised, however, to 

totice that (following Davideon) in many of the forms 

Agreements for leases from year to year the ancient 

mula of “for the term of one year and ao on from 

Year to year” is retained. Of course it is needless to 

‘My that the mischief apt to arise from the use of this 












form is here carefully neutralized by express proviso 
but why resort to a formula which is incorrect? We 
observe that in the agreement for a yearly tenancy in 
Kent, on p. 599, the form is correctly given ‘‘ to hold 
the same from year to year.” 

Mortgages constitute another division of the pre- 
cedents characterized by fullness and care. Inde- 
pendently of numerous forms of parts of mortgages, 
there are seventy-one precedents given, and the notes 
are very practical and useful. The head of “ Wills” 
also contains a large collection of ordinary forms very 
well arranged, and, so far as we have examined them, 
very carefully drafted. 

Of course nothing but actual use can effectually test 
the merit of a book of precedents, but, so far as we can 
judge from an examination of this work, we think it will 
stand the test and be found of very great value. 











General Correspondence. 


*.* Srvpent.—Too late for this week. 





FUNDS IN CHANCERY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journa/.} 


Sir,—The Comptroller-General is of opinion that the 
audit of the accounts of the Chancery Division “is of a 
very imperfect and unsatisfactory character.” As the 
funds in court amount to more than £72,000,000, and 
the subject is, doubtless, an interesting one to many of 
your readers, permit me to give an extract from the 
Comptroller’s recently-issued report :— 

‘*In my report of last year I called attention to the 
inadequacy of my chancery staff for the performance of 
the business committed to it, and I submitted a copy of 
a letter from this department to the Treasury upon the 
subject. After the lapse of nearly twelve months, as no 
notice had been taken of my letter, I thought it my duty 
again to address your lordships. . I regret to 
say that no reply has been received to this representa= 
tion ; that the work is of necessity very much in arrear ; 
and that the examination, as now restricted from the 
want of sufficient clerical strength, is of a very imperfect 
and unsatisfactory character. . . . There is no 
security, as far as any check afforded by this department 
is concerned, that the money is paid, in all cases, to 
persons legally entitled to receive it, or that the condi- 
tions under which periodical allowances are issued con- 
tinue to be fulfilled,” 

It occurs to me that a portion of the unclaimed funds 
in chancery might be usefully applied towards augment- 
ing the Comptroller's staff. A precedent for such ap- 
propriation is to be found in the Courts of Justice 
Building Act, 1865, under which power is given to apply 
£1,000,000 from the “ Surplus Interest Fund” towards 
the erection of the new law courts. 

Epwarp Prusrox, 

1, Great College-street, Westminster, Deo, 16. 








The Daily Telegraph atates that for some time past a 
middle-aged man, of gentlemanly bearing, has been pay- 
ing visits to the principal firms in Stockton, and by repre- 
senting himaelfas an agent of the Law Reform Association 
has succeeded in obtaining a large sum of money, which he 
said was to be applied to the purposes of getting up and 
presenting to Parliament a petition for the appoiotmeat of. 
a pablio prosecator, Chiefly through the instrumentality of 
Mr, Joseph Dodde, M.P., it was discovered that the man was 
practising @ swindle, and he was apprehended by the police 
at Peterborough, He gives hie name as Hdward Swann, 
and has used the name of Sir Rardley Wilmot and a nam» 
ber of members of Parliament. "et: . 
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Cases of thre Week. 


PracticE—Apmissions—Form or Entry IN JUDGMENT 
—Marxinc Documents Propucep on Triat.—In the 
course of the bearing of an appeal in a case of Watson 
v. Rodwell by the Court of Appeal, on the 16th inst., refer- 
ence was made to the mode in which admitted documents 
were entered in the judgment appealed from. The judg- 
ment, which we believe was drawn up in the form 
commonly adopted by the registrars of the Chancery 
Division, ran thus :—‘* This action coming on for trial, &c., 
and upon reading the statement of claim, &c., two 
notices to admit certain documents as evidence, dated 
respectively, &c., and the admissions thereof in writing, 
signed by the solicitors to the plaintiff, and the several docu- 
ments therein referred to respectively." The court (James, 
Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) said that this was not the 
right way to enter admitted documents. James, L.J., said 
that no documents were evidence unless they were read or 
put in at the trial. The mere fact that they were ad- 
mitted in the admissions did not make them evidence in 
the action. Every document which was intended to be 
used in evidence onght to be put in and marked by the 
registrar. These observations of the Court of Appeal were 
on the 17th inst. mentioned to Fry, J., in the course of an 
action which he was then trying, and he expressed his 
intention of adopting in fature the practice thus indicated. 


Practice — ABANDONED ApPEAL Morton — Costs — 
Security For Costs or APPEAL—SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
—Pavrer AprELLANT—UNNecessaRy AppgaL Motion— 
Orp. 58, BR. 8, 15.—In a case of Waddell v. Blockey, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 18th inst., a question arose as to 
the costs of an abandoned appeal motion in a case where it 
was not necessary that any notice of motion should have 
becn given; and there was a further question whether 
security for the costs of an appeal ought to be required in 
the case of a pauper appellant. The action was commenced 
in the Chancery Division, claiming damages from the 
defendant to the amount of £43,547, in respect of certain 
purchases of rupee paper made by the defendant, for a liqui- 
dating debtor of whose estate the plaintiff was trustee. 
The defendant gave notice to have the action tried by a jury, 
and it accordingly came on for trial on the 2nd of August, 
1878, before Huddleston, B., and a special jury. The jury 
were, by consent, discharged, and the case was adjourned to 
be decided by the judge alone. The adjourned hearing took 
place on the 6h of Angust, when the judge fonnd a 
verdict for the plaintiff for £43,547 damayes, and directed 
that judgment should be entered for the plaintiff for that 
sum with costs. On the 19th of September the defendant’s 
solicitors served a formal notice, addressed to the plaintiff, 
on his solicitor, stating that the Court of Appeal would be 
moved on the 2nd of November, or 0 soon thereafter as 
counsel could be heard, that the judgment might be set 
aside and a new trial had, on the ground that the damages 
were excessive, and on other grounds, or that judgment 
shou'd be entered for the defendant. This appeal was not 
set dowp, but on the 7th of November the defendant 
applied ez parte to the Court of Appeal for a rule nisi for a 
new trial, on the ground that the damages were excessive, 
and a rule nisi was granted. On the 5th of December the 
de‘endant’ ceived another notice of appeal for the 19th of 
D-cember, or so coon thereafter as counsel could be heard, 
that the jadgment ordered by Huddleston, B., might be 
reversed or discharged and judgment entered for the de- 
fendant, or that the same might varied. This appeal was 
entered on the 10th of D:eember. On the 14th of December 
the plaintiff served notice of motion in the Court of Appeal 
on the 18th of Dec+mber to dismiss the d:fendant’s appeal of 
the 19th of September for want of prosecution, poke ¢ to dis- 
miss the notice of appeal of the 5th of December as irregular, 
or that the defendant might be o dered to give security for 
the costs of that appeal. In support of the application 
Teference was made to an affidavit, made by the defendant in 
Opposition to a judgment summons which had been issued 
against bim by the plaintiff, in which he said, ‘‘I have no 
means whatever wherewith to pay the moneys recovered 
in this action, ‘ or any part thereof. Since the 
month of July, 1877, have been living, and am 
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living now entirely upon the charity of my friends,” 
was contended, on the authority of In re The National 
Assurance Company (25 W. R. 151, L. R. 4 Oh. DL 405), 
that the appeal of the 19th of September ought to be 
as an abandoned motion, and that the respondent was 
to the costs of it, and, as to the appeal of the 5th of D 
it was urged that it was irregular, because there could hot 
be two appeals pending at the same time, or that, at ‘any 
rate, it was an unnecessary step, and the appellant being, 
pauper ought to give security for the costs of it. On behalf 
of the appellant it was said that the notice of appeal of tig 
19th of September was an unnecessary notice, because ay 
application for a rule nisi for a new trial might have beep 
made ex parte to the Court of Appeal, and therefore ther 
was no reason why the appeal should have been entered, 
And, as to the notice of appeal of December 5, it was 
that mere poverty of the appellant was not a sufficien: 
ground for requiring security for costs (reference being maie 
to the cases of Usill v. Brearley, L. R. 3 C. P. D, 2%, 
Hankin vy. Turner, 27 W. RB. 20, ante, p. 27; Bourke vy, Th 
White Moss Colliery Company, L. R. 1 ©. P. D. 556), and 
that the second notice was properly given in order to mig 
the question whether the defendant was not entitled to judg. 
ment upon the verdict as it stood, so as to meet the poi 
contingency of the Court of Appeal refusing either to order 
a new trial or to disturb the finding of Huddleston, B. The 
court (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.J))) 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to costs of the notice 
of September 19 as an abandoned motion, and that th 
appellant must give security for the costs of the second 
appeal. Jessel, M.R,, said that the proper course was nd. 
to make an order dismissing the first appeal, for, as it had 
not been set down, there was nothing to dismiss. Buti: 
must be treated as an abandoned motion. The appellant's 
proper course, no doubt, was to have applied ez parte ty 
the Court of Appeal, under ord. 39, r. 1, for a rule nisi fors 
new trial. The notice actually given involved an applica- 
tion for a new trial, but it involved something more, forit 
asked also to have the judgment set aside. It might ham 
been set down, and if the respondent did not then appear he 
would have been liable to have the judgment set aside 
behind his back. It had not, however, been set down, and 
the respondent was therefore entitled to the costs of am 
abandoned motion. With regard to the second notice of 
Bppeal, it could not be said to be irregular. There wasa 
serious question to be tried, and the ng Was no meals 
frivolous one. The question was whether the second notice 
Was necessary or proper under the circumstances, considering 
that a pauper ought not to indulge in a mere precautionary 
measure. The substantial question was whether the 
damages should be £43,547 or nothing at all, and that 
question would be raised and decided on the argument of the 
rule nisi for a new trial, and if the Court of Appeal cameto 
a conclusion in favour of the defendant, and was sitisiiel 
that it had all the nec€ssary materials before it, it might, by 
virtue of rule 10 of order 40 at once give judgment for the 
defendant. The second notice of appeal was wholly m- 
necessary for the decision of the important question in the 
c2se, and could only be ventilated in the event of the Coutt 
of Appeal refusing a new trial, and declining to disturb the 
finding. If that event should happen, there would be 
ample time to give the notice of appeal. Therefore, if the 
appellant desired to have the second appeal argued, he- 
must give security for costs. But, as the costs W 
not be much increased, £20 would be a sufficient sum 
deposit. The plaintiff's costs of the motion would be cose 
in the action ; the defendant would have no costs, 
4 


Practice—Servic—E our oF JURISDICTION—FOoRBIGNE® 
Resipent ABROAD—Norice or Wait—ServicE or Wait BF 
Mistake—Orp, 2, rR, 4—Orp. 11, x. 1—Jupicature Act, 
1873, s. 76—Common Law Procepure Act, 1852, 6. 19— 
In @ case of Padley v. Camphausen, before the Court # 
Appeal on the 18th inst., the defendants were a hi 
aud wife, and were resident at Wiesbaden. The husband 
was @ foreigner, the wife was an Englishwoman. She we 
sued as an executrix. The writ was issued with the lear 


sbonld be served on the husband, and that the writ 
should be served on the wife. By a mistake of the pers 
who effected the service at Wiesbaden the writ its 





instead of notice, was served on the husband. The 





of the court, and it was ordered that the notice of the writ, 
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did not appear, and judgment was given for the plain. 
tnby default, On the application to draw up the judg- 
ynent, the registrar took the objection that the service on 
he husband was irregular, and that the whole proceedings 
‘were consequently invalid, and Hall, V.C., held that the 

was right. The matter was then brought before 
the Court of Appeal, and it was pointed out that though 
-the rules provide for service of notice of a writ, as well as 
for service of the writ iteelf, they contain no express pro- 
vision that in the case of a foreigner resident out of the 
iction, notice of the writ, and not the writ itself, 
Snust be served. The Common Law Procedure Act of 
1852 did contain such a provision, but that applied 
only to common law actions, and in suits in the Court of 
‘Chancery the practice was to serve the bill. In the case of 
Westman v. Actiebolaget Snickarefabrik (24 W. R. 405, L. B. 
¢the Common Law Procedure Act remains, and that notice 
of the writ (not the writ) must still be seryed on a foreigner 
gesident abroad, but that was an action in a common law 
division, and moreover the question arose upon an applica- 
tation by the foreigner to set aside the writ and service, 
‘whereas in the present case the action was in the Chancery 
Division, and the defendants might never apply to set aside 
the judgment, and the plaintiff might well be allowed to 
rtake the judgment for what it was worth. The Court of 
‘Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ. 
¢oncurred with the Vice-Chancellor. Jessel, iLk., Bai 
that, by virtue of section 79 of the Judicature Act of 1873, 
‘the provision of the Common Law Procedure Act remains 
in force, and that was the reason why the rules did not ex- 
pressly say that notice must be served on a foreigner 
esident abroad. The provisions of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act now apply to the Chancery Division equally 
with the other divisions of the High Court, for by section 
76, the Common Law Procedure Act is now to be read as if 
the High Court were mentioned in it instead of the courts 
of Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer. 


| enn 


CorPoRATIoON — Lanps Criauses Act, 1845, — Peri- 
mio FOR INTERIM INVESTMENT—SEAL OF CORPORATION TO 
Pstition.—In a case of Ex parte Mayor and Corporation of 
London, before the Master of the Rolls on the 12th inst., the 
togistrar had raised a difficulty about drawing up the order 
na petition for interim investment of the purchase-money 
of certain lands taken from the corporation, and for payment 
4f the dividends to the Chamberlain of the City or Comptroller 
of the Bridge House Estate, from part of which the land had 
been taken, on the ground that the petition bad not been 
sealed with the seal of the corporation. The Master of the 

was of opinion that, under the circumstances, and in a 
Jetition like the pee where the payees were well-known 
Persons, and within the knowledge of the court the proper 
Persons to reeeive the fund, the seal of the corporation was 
mot necessary. 


Practice—SaLE By THE COURT—ADVERTISEMENT OF 
Sax By PERson NoT HAVING THE ConDUCT—INJUNCTION.— 
{na case of Dean v. Wilson, before the Master of the Rolls 
0n the 13th inst., a motion was made by the defendants to 
‘testrain the plaintiff from advertising or circulating any 

announcing the sale of certain property, an order for 

sale of which had been made in the action. Both the 
aged and the defendants had liberty to bid, but the con- 
of the sale had been given to an independent solicitor. 

The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that where a sale 
‘was directed by the court and the conduct given to one 
(patty, no other party had any right to interfere in the sale 
Without leave of the court. ‘There was no more important 
Part of the conduct of a sale than the time and method of 
ing it, and the’ price very often depended entirely 

Spon the mode in which the advertising was conducted, and 
“% vas usual, even when those who had the conduct of the 
le thought of advertising it, for them to apply to the judge 
chambers for directions. Nothing, in his opinion, was 
than that the court was bound, st the instance of 

it other party, to restrain any such interference, whether 
d the sale or not, and he accordingly granted the 
‘junction asked, with costs. 





CoRPoRATION—APPLICATION OF Boroven Fuxps 1x 
Orrosine Bru is PartiamMent—No Surpirs—Inrer- 
FERENCE WITH RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES oF CoRPORATION— 
6&6 Witt. 4, c. 76, 8. 92—35 & 36 Vicr. c. 91, ss. 4, 
8.—In the case of Attorney-General v. Mayor of Brecon, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 16th inst., an important 
question arose as to the right of the corporation of a re 
under the 92nd section of the 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 76, 
to apply the borough funds in opposing « Bill in 
Parliament interftring with their rights and privileges. 
No meeting of the ratepayers had been called pursuant to 
section 4 of the 35 & 36 Vict. c. 91, to approve the expendi- 
ture before it was incurred. The Bill was opposed in both 
Houses, and some modifications were introduced as the 
result of the opposition. The main questions argued were 
as to the effect of the 35 & 36 Vict. c. 91, on the prior law 
on this subject ; and, secondly, if the old law was still in 
force, whether a corporation was justified in opposing a Bill 
not attacking its corporate existence or attempting to take 
away its corporate property, but proposing to curtail certain 
of its rights of regulating the good government of the 
borough, and to give it a power of purchase on certain 
terms and powers of borrowing. The Master of the Rolls 
was of opinion that the intention and scope of the 
different Municipal Corporation Acts, and in particular 
of section 92, and the other sections of the 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 
76,was to reduce the position of municipal corporations from 
being absolute owners of their property to that of bei 
trustees for their cestwis que trust, the ratepayers. Read- 
ing the 92nd section literally, there was, no doubt, no express 
power of applying their funds even in defending their 
existence or their property, but in his opinion either under 
the general purposes of the section or the general law as relat- 
ing to trnstees (and it was immaterial which), he considered 
a municipal corporation was justified in expending its 
corporate funds in araies either its charter or its 
property when attacked. He further considered that there 
was no distinction in principle between an attack on the 
property of a corporation, and on its rights and privileges; 
and on an elaborate examination of the authorities, he was 
of opinion they did not conflict with that view. As to the 
35 & 86 Vict. c, 91, 8. 4, he did not think that had really 
altered the rights of the parties, although increasing the 
responsibilities of the corporation in showing the reasonable- 
ness of the expenditure, they having-a means pointed out by 
the section of obtaining the consent of their cestwis que 
trust, the ratepayers, thereto. If, therefore, before the 
passing of that Act the corporation had a right to expend 
the money, that right was, in his opinion, preserved to them 
by the 8th section, the saving clause. On the facts, he was 
of opinion that enough active interference with the rights and 
privileges of the corporation was proposed to be made by 
the Bill to justify them in opposing the same, and he dis- 
missed the information, with costs. 





Lord Justice Fitzgibbon has taken his seat in the Irish 
Court of Appeal, and Mr. Hugh Holmes, Q.C., has been 
sworn in as Solicitor-General for Ireland. 


On Friday in the House of Commons, Mr. P. Taylor 
asked whether it was the intention of the Home Secretary to 
introduce this session a measure for the reform of the Lun 
Laws. Mr. Cross said the report of the committee whi 
had sat on this subject was at the present moment engaging 
the earnest attention of the Lord Chancellor, and as soon as 
the House re-assembled after the recess the course it was in- 
tended to pursue would be stated and probably legislation 
would follow. 


“ Exchequer ”’ writes to the Times, “The chancery appeals 
are heard in their order of entry, but the common law 
appeals are heard according to the divisions of the courts 
During these sittings the Queen’s Bench appeals have been 
cleared off up to last August. The Common Pleas appeals 
are undergoing the same operation, and in course of time 
it is hoped that the Exchequer appeals willbe heard. Isee 
that among Exchequer appeals are some entered as far back 
as last January. It seems very unfair that suitors in any 
one division should be postponed to those in another, when 
their appeals have been set down for hearing six or seven 
months before the others; but we can hardly expect the 
judges in the common law division of the appellate court 





to adopt the common sense view of the Chancery Division.” 
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TIME FOR APPEALING FROM FINDING ON 
QUESTIONS OF FACT IN ~ACTION IN 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Ina case of Krehi v. Burrell, before the: Court of Appeal on 
the 16thinst., the question arosewithin what time an appeal | 
mustbe brought where, inanactionin the Division 
tried by a judge without a jury, the judge finds, in the 
first instance, a verdict on the issues of fact, and then, as a 
separate step, gives final judgment on the whole case. 
The action was brought to restrain the defendant from ob- 
strocting a right of way, to which it’ was alleged that the 
plaintiff was entitled, over land belonging to the defendant. 
Before the trial no order was made for the trial of any 
particular issues of fact. The action came on to be tried 
before the Master of the Rolls without a jury on the 4th 
and 6th of December, 1877. At the commencement of the 
trial the Master of the Rolls ascertained that the specific 
issue of fact arose between the parties whether the plaintiff 
was entitled to the right of way which he claimed, and his 
lordship thereupon said that he would try that issue first. 
He accordingly heard the evidence, and at its close he 
found for the plaintiff, on the issue of fact, that he was en- 
titled to the right of way in question, and that it had been 
obstructed by the defendant, and his lordship reserved his 
judgment to a future day ; and, upon motion for judgment 
by the plaintiff on the 28th of January, 1878, the Master 
of the Rolls gave judgment for the plaintiff, granting him 
the injunction for which he had asked. One order: was 
drawn up, embodying both the verdict and the judgment. 
On the 2nd of April the defendant gave notice of appeal from 
the order. On the opening of the appeal it was objected 
that, so far as the appeal was against the finding of the 
Master of the Rolls on the issue of fact, it was an appeal 
against an interlocutory order, avd was, therefore, too late, 
as it hai not been brought within twenty-one days. The 
Court cf Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) 
took time to consider the point, and ultimately held that 
the preliminary objection was a valid one. Thesiger, L.J., 
who delivered the judgment of the court, said that one great 
object of the Judicature Acts.and Bales was to assimilate, 
so far as was possible, locking to the different subject-mat- 
ters with which they had to deal, the practice and 
procedure of the various divisions of the High Court, and in 
deciding any particular question of practice or procedure, it 
was the duty of the court to bear that object in mind. The 
practice of the common law divisions in the matter of 
applications for new trials or appeals upon questions of fact 
was pretty clearly defined by the rules. if the action was 
tried by a judge with a jury, the findings of the jury could, 
by virtue of orJ, 39, r. 1, only be questioned in the first 
instance by an application for a new trial to a divisional 
court, and the order made by the divisional court on such 
an application was en interlocutory order, and could only be 
appealed from within twenty-one days. If, on the other 
hand, the action was tried by a judge without a jury, then, 
by virtue of the same rule, an application by way of appeal 
from his finding on questions of fact must be made to the 
Court of Appeal, and this, as was beld in Oastler v. Hender- 
son (L. R. 2Q. B. D. 575), whatever might be the 
particular ground of objection to the finding, Such 
an appeal mnst properly take the form of an application 
for a new trial, thovgh if, upon the argument, the Court 
of Appeal was satisfied that the finding impugned 
was Wrong, and was also satisfied that it had before it all 
the necessary materials, it would give judgment accordingly, 
instead of directing a new trial, by analogy to the pro- 
visions of rule 10 of order 40. If there was an appeal from 
the judgment of the jadge on matters of law, as well as an 
spplication for « new trial, the court would probably in 
many, if not in most, cases (as it had already done in 
some Cases), order the application for a new trial and the 
appeal to be bronght on for bearing together, so as to have 
fects and the law argued together practically as one 
sppes], But in any event, the findings of the Joa on 
of fact, and his judgment on questions of law 
Bpon those findings, were separate acts of the judge, 
dealt with, if objected to, by separate proceedings by 
of appeal. The rules were in terms silent as to 
he time within which, in the ence of a trial by s judge 
without jury, the application for a new trial Seas toe 
made. But the omission would seem to be most naturally 
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supplied by-the court treating the findings of the j 
as equivalent to an interlocutory order, and, as such, only 
appealable within twenty-one days. In cases where, by — 
virtue of rules 6,26, 27, and 29, of order 36, special issues: 
of fact were tried, instead of the action as a whole, the 
game.course of proceeding would have to be adopted if the- 
findings were objected to. This being the practice of the 
common law divisions in reference to appeals upop 
matters of fact, it might have been expected 4 priori, that 
the practice in the Chancery Division would be substan. 
tially the same. It wonld be most unreasonable ifa litigant 
‘were in one division of the court to have a year in whicht — 
appeal upon a matter which) in the other divisiong 
could only be made ‘the subject of appeal within 
twenty-one days. And this expectation had been realized 
by the decisions, so far as they had hitherto gong, 
Asa matter of practical argument, no possible reason could | 
be given why the appeal against the judgment given by the 
Master of the Rolls in this case should not be brought. 
way of an application for a new trial to the Court of Ap 
just as if the action had been commenced in a common 
division, and had been tried by a judgeof a common law 
division without a jury. But the question was whether 
the Judicature Rules provided for such an application being — 
made to the Court of Appeal in actions tried in the Chane 
cery Division. According tothe view expressed by at least 
two members of the Court of Appeal.in Hunt vy. The City of 
London Real Property Company, they did not, The decision, 
however, in that case was given upon an ex parte application. 
Speaking generally, the rules (contained in order 36) relating 
to the trial of an action, whether commenced in the chancery 
or in @ common law division, appeared to be common to 
both, but, when the rules proceeded, in order 39, to deat 
with the subject of a motion for a new trial, taey appeared to 
drop out of consideration the case of an action tried in the 
Chancery Division by a judge without a jury; for their 
lordships were of opinion that the latter part of rule 1 of 
order 39—'* Where the trial has been by a judge without 
a jury, the application fora new trial shall be to the Court. 
of Appeal ’’—did not include an action commenced in the 
Chancery Division, for they thought that the intro. 
ductory-words of the rule— Where in an action in the 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, or Exchequer Divisions ”— 
fere the governing words of the whole rale, although the 
introductory clause included, as was held in Hunt v. The 
City of London Real Property Company, an action com 
menced in the Chancery Division bat tried by a jadge of 
one of the common law divisions with a jary. That this 
was the true construction of rule 1 was made plainer by 
& comparison of it as it now stands with the old rule, for 
which the existing one was substituted in December, 
1876 (the old rale:spoke of “ any cause tried in the Queen's. 
Bench, Common Pleas, or Exchequer Divisions”’), and by 
gathering from that comparison the object with which the 
new rule was framed. If, therefore, the Master of the 
Rolls had not tried and definitely found a verdict for the 
plaintiff upon the distinct issue of fact in dispute between: 
the parties, their lordships would have been of opinion 
that the case. was one for which no special provision wae 
contained in the Judicature Acts or Rules, and that, con 
sequently, by virtue of section 23 of the Act of 1873, the 
old chancery practice would remain, and the appesl, upon 
fact, as well as. law, would have been in time. Bat, look- 
ing to the manner in which the Master of the Rolls had 
dealt with the case as. regarded the question of fact, and 
to his definite finding upon that question, their lordahipe 
were of opinion that his finding was equivalent to aa 
interlocutory order made by him on the 6th of December). 
and could only be appealed from within twenty-one days.. 
Their lordships added that it was important that io lb 
actions in the Chancery Division where there were dis- 
tinct questions of fact in dispute between the parties to be 
tried by a judge alone, judges should try such questions6¢ 
they would be tried in an action in any of the common law 
divisions, viz., as questions the findings upon which were’ 
separate from the jadgment to be pronounced upon them, 





and thus, by necessitating an appeal against the fiudings 
within twenty-one days, te the practice io all 
divisions of the High Court, and, which wae still more im- 
ensure the speedy disposal by way of of 
questions of fact, whatever might bethe 
they were tried. Their lordsbips refused ap application to- 





extend the time for appealing from the verdiot on the facta, 
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wo nd that the appellanthad ‘been in no-way mis- 
led by ey act of the respondent. 








Puctetied. , 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


‘his society concluded its Christmas Term on the 17th 
jnst., with & debate on the Afghan War. The ‘chair was 
token by Mr. A. M. Bilis, LL.B. ; the tion appointed 
forthe discussion being, “‘ Would England have been: justi- 
fed-in: declaring warrwith Afghanistan upon the Ameer’s 
refasal to receive:the British Mission?” Mr, R. Henwood 
opened the debate,.and sapported the negative. He was 
followed by Mr. Van Sommer on the same side, and Mr. 
Hemsley, who maintained the affirmative. The discussion 
peing ‘then open, @ spirited debate ensued, in which the 
gfirmative was taken by Mr. Lloyd Jones, Mr. F. D. 
Williame, Mr. MaeColla, and Mr. Ellis; andthe question 

|by Mr. Napier and Mr. A, Austin. The opener 
having replied, the question was put to the meeting, and 
decided in the affirmative by a small majority. 








Appointments, Etc. 


Mr. Lovis Barner, solicitor, of 6, Palmerston-buildings, 
(Qld Broad-street, has been appointed a Commissioner to ad- 
ninister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in Eng- 
land. 


Mr. V. J. CaamBernain, M.A., solicitor, of No. 48, 
Finsbury-square, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
admivister Oaths in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Lewis Fry, solicitor, of Bristol,-who has been elected 
MP. for that city in the Liberal interest, is “the son of Mr. 
Joseph Fry, of Bristol, and brother of Mr. Justice Fry. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and is now the head of the 
fimof Fry, Abbot, Pope, & Brown. ’ 





Obituary. 


SIR WILLIAM YARDLEY. 


Sir William Yardley, knight, formerly Chief Justice of 
Madras, died at his residence, Hadlow Castle, Kent, on the 
Ijth inst. The deceased was the son of the late Mr. 
Eiward Yardley, of Shrewsbury. He was born in 1810, and 
was educated at Shrewsbury School. He was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1837, and 

ised for several years on the North Wales and Chester 
t, and at the Cheshire Sessions, In 1847 he was 
inted a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of Judicature 

; and received the honour of knighthood, and in 
1852 he became Chief Justice of the Presidency, He retired 
{a pension in 1858. Sir W. Yardley’s politics were 
Liberal and he was an unsuccessful candidate at Ludlow in 
1865, and again in 1868. He was a magistrate for 
t hamsbire and Kent, and a deputy-lieutenant for 
shire. Sir W. Yardley was married to a daughter 
ofMr. James Bowen, of Whitechurch, Pembrokeshire. 


; MR. CHARLES OTTER. 


Mr. Charles Otter, barrister, died at his residence, The 
Heath, Hanwell, on the 29th ult. Mr. Otter was former! 
Pillow of Christ’s College, Oambridge, where he graduat 
“wrangler in 1831. He was called to the bar at Lin- 
tlt'sion in Hilary Term, 1865, and practised for some 
Y8Fouthe Northern Circuit, and at the Durham, North- 
UWiberland, and Newcastle Sessions. In 1852 he was 

one of the examiners of the Court of Chancery, 
ome years ago he retired on a pension. 


MR. SAMUEL COLEMAN. 


Mr. Samuel Coleman, solicitor, died at Ashbourne, on the 
11th inst., after several weeks’ illness. Mr. Coleman was 
admitted a solicitor in 1839, and practised for several years 
at Norwich. He subsequent removed to Ashbourne, and 
about twenty years ago was appointed clerk to the Cc 
Magistrates at that place, and he held the office until h 
‘death. He -was a perpetual commissioner for Derbyshire 
and Staffordshire, and had an extensive aod lucrative pri 
practice. In politics he was:a-Whig of .the old- school, He 
was a:man of genial and courteous manners, and of -refined 
taste, and bis death will long.be lamented at Ashbourne. 





MR. THOMAS DALTON. 


Mr. Thomas Dalton, solicitor; notary, and proctor (the 
head of the firm.of Daltons, Spencer, & Corbett), died -at 
Cardiff on the 8th inst., in his.eighty-first year. Mr. Dalton 
was born in 1798, and was admitted a selicitor in 1819, and 
had practisea at Cardiff:for nearly sixty.years. Duringsthe 
early part of his professional career he was in partnership 
with itr. Richard Wyndham Williams, but. more recently 
he had been associated with his son, Mr. Thomas Masters 
Dalton (who was admitted a solicitor in 1859), .with Mr. 
Riehard Evans Spencer, and with Mr. John Stuart Corbett, 
the clerk to the County Magistrates for the Kibbon Division. 
The deceased was a notary public, a commissioner for 
oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and a perpetual 
commissioner for Glamorganshire, and his private: practice- 
was very extensive. He was formerly. deputy-clerk of the 
peace for Glamorganshire, and in 1832 was appointed: clerk 
of the peace for the county. He held that office until his 
death. Mr. Dalton was also clerx to the Visitors. of the 
Glamorgan County Lunatic Asylum, and to the County 
Roads Board. He was buried in St. John’s Churchyard, 
Cardiff, on the. 12th inst. 





Zeqal Mews. 


For the vacant office of Controller, in the gift of the Cor- 
poration of London, there are already several candidates— 
namely, Sir Edmund Hornby, late judge of the Supreme 
Court of the Levant; Mr. Ralph Palmer, formerly secretary 
to the Public Schools Commission; Mr. John A. Brand, 
chief clerk in the Controller’s Office, and nephew to the late 
Controller; Mr. Walter Hughes, solicitor; and Mr. Edwin 
Andrew, solicitor to the Associated Municipal Corporations. 


At the Middlesex Sessions on Wednesday, John Amey and 
Thomas William Parkes, solicitor, were indicted for ob- 
taining £80 of Antoine Brunner, by false pretences. Other 
counts charged them with conspiring to defraud Edwin 
Rogers and Robert Milner by false pretences. Mr. Grain 
and Mr. Tamplin prosecuted; Mr. Ri»ton appeared for the 
defendant Parkes, and Mr. Keith Frith and Mr. Geoghegan 
for Amey. On the 18th of July, Brunner, who was a Swiss 
porter at an hotel, saw an adver:isement for a partner with 
£100 to join the advertiserin starting the business of a grocer. 
He answered the advertisement, and by appointment met 
Amey at the Occidental Tavern, Strand, Amey said he had 
a large out-door connexion, and if Branner would advance 
£100, he (Amey) would advance another, and the business 
would be a certain success. Brunner considering the terms to 
be fair, d, and they went about for ten days searching 
for suitable premises. — decided to Start in business at 
Tyneham-grove, Lavender-hill. On the 25th of July Amey 
introduced Brunner tothe other defendant Parkes, hissolicitor, 
and said that they were going to start in business together, and 
that Brunner would advance £50. Parkes drew up the 
articles of partnership, and told prosecator that he 
could not do better than start in business with —— 
Brunner, daring the absence of Amey, asked Parkes 
Amey had the money. Parkes replied, “I am perfeotly 
sure he has the money to put into the business.” Ona the 
faith of that age —_ £50 = signed the —- 
of partnership. Subsequently, upon Amey’s saying 
he wanted some more money to purchase atock, Branner 
parted with another £30. Amey then disappeared for 
three weeks, during which Brunner heard nothing about 
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him, and had to pay out of his own pocket the wages of 
some workmen who were engaged upon the premises at 
When they met again Branuerasked Amey 
if he had opened a banking account, aud if Amey could 
show any receipts for the alleged expenditure on the 
He refused, and said he ae —— a 
two partners separated, and on the 17th of Septem 
ings were taken. To show the fraudulent character 
ef the transactions in which the defendacts had been 
engaged, Mr. Edward Rogers was called. [t appeared that 
up to 1876 Amey had been in partnership with a Mr. Soott, 
at Frankfort-terrace, Harrow-road. Mr. Scott seems to 
have lft, and Amey inserted an advertisement which Mr. 
Rogers answered. He put £100 into the business, and 
shortly afterwards a Mr. Chapman entered the partaership, 
also paying £100. This partnership lasted only six months; 
no business was done, and the takings and character of the 
trade had been greatly exaggerated. An execution was put 
into the house, and all that Rogers got out of the business 
was £13. Mr. Milner was also called, and said that in 
January, 1877, he saw an advertisement that a partner 
was required to take the place of one retiring from an 
eil and Italian business. Mr. Milner answered it, and 
met Amey, who induced him to enter into partnership and 
to pay £150 into the business on the representation that 
he would receive £2 per week. He soon found out that 
his representations were untrue, that there were no profits 
whatever, but a t many worthless dummies in the 
shop. At the close of the case for the prosecution, Mr. 
Ribton submitted that there was no case against 
Parkes. Mr. Serjeant Cox said there was no evidence 
against him on the count for false. pretences, but on 
the charge of conspiracy he could not withdraw the case 
from the jury. Witnesses were called for the defence ; and 
Mr. Ribton and Mr, NES having addressed the jury 
for their tive clients, Mr. Grain replied on the hols 
case. Mr. Serjeant Cox having summed up, the jury, after 
Consulting for a quarter of an hour, found the prisoners 
guilty, and said they considered that the witnesses called 
for the defence had thoroughly disgraced themselves by 
their evidence given when under cross-examination, and the 
hoped some further steps would te’taken in the matter with 
veference to their conduct. Mr. Serjeant Cox concurred in 
this opinion, and sentenced Amey to eighteen months’ 
imprisonment, with hard labour. He allowed Parkes to 
out until next sessions in order that he might make 
arrangements for the -litigation which he has under his 
Management upon his entering into his own recognizances 
in the sum of £500, and finding two sureties in £250 each 
then to come up for judgment. 








COUNTY COURTS. 


We are requested to publish tke following correspond- 
ence :— 
Bary St. Edmund's, Nov. 20, 1878. 

Gentlemen,—As registrar of this county court, and as 
having for twenty-five years been the annually elected 
president of a large association of county court registrars, 
my attention has been directed to the evidence given by 
the late president of the Law Society, Mr. Burton, contained 
in the Blac Book No. 267—Committee on County Court 
Jarisdiction (No. 2) Bill. 

This gentleman is a London solicitor, and if his evidence 
lad been tendered as that of a private individual I should 
not have noticed it, but as he prefaced it by the announce- 
ment that he gave it as president of your society, which he 
stated was a focus of communication for the whole profes- 
sion, I feel called upon to do so. 

It would be impossible for me within the limite of this 
letter to call attention to all the parte of Mr. Barton’s 
evidence which are open to remark. I think I am war- 
ranted, however, in saying that the whole tone of his re- 
plies is in disparagement of the county court judges, regis- 
trara, and practitioners, and in justification of this view I 
~y quote the following :— 

n reply to question 4,221 the late president says, ‘‘ A 
man of tion cannot go into a county court.” 

To question 4256 he speaks of the county court registrars 
as men “‘by education not capable very often of deciding the 
very nice questions that arise amongst poor people.” 


To question 4279 he says “altogether litigants have ty 


confidence in the county court jadges,’’ and to: 
under the old prac in 
stated the appellant out of court, that is to say, he so 


the case that the ap t. had no chance at all ”’—gai, 
the present practice by motion, which must be founded upg 
the judges’ notes, “ the judge states his case in such 9 
that he states the fact in favour of the party for whom 
has decided, and therefore practically he has just the sm 
power of stating the appellant out of court now as he baj 
before ;""—the answer he confirms by his reply to questa 
4282, but is contradicted on the spot by the answer of I 
Sergeant Wheeler to question 5811. ae 
To question 4406 Mr. Burton says, 
of reporting a county court judge’s decision,” and to 
‘Ido not know where they are reported except in 
pers. The Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL sometimes puts them 
ut that is often only to complain of them ”—or to 
exact words before the committee, “‘ to make fun of 
County courts need no defenderin me. Their popnlanj 
arising to a great extent from the fact that our p 
has had the working of them, is fully admitted, but [ mug. 
submit to you that, without referring mow to the 1 
court judges, the registrars, of whom there are some Pes 
solicitors—and the general body of country practitiong, 


not to be insulted by one of their own profession, holding st 

the time the honourable position of president of the 

Society, without some protest being made on their behalf, 

I trust that you may see fit in your discretion to 

your disapproval of such evidence, given as it was os 

as emanating from your society.—I am, gentlemen, your 

very obedient servant, Tuomas CoLtins, 
he President and Council of the Law Society. 


Incorpora‘ed Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, W.C, 
25th November, 1878. 
Dear Sir,—-I received your letter of the 20th instant in 
reference to evidence given by Mr. Burton before a com 
mittee on the County Court Jurisdiction No. 2 Bill. i. 
Your letter was read to the meeting of the council 


the time Mr. Burton filled the p sition of president to the 
Incorporated Law Society, his evidence was not iatended it’ | 
gy way to bind the society ; but was merely an expression 
f his own views with regard to the working of the counly 
court system.—I am, dear sir, 7 faithfully, 
E. W. Wixttamson, Secretary. 
Thomas Collins, E-q., Bury St. Edmund’s. 
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THE SOLICITORS OF THE SUPREME COURT 
AND THE CALL TO THE BAR." 


Taxis subject, the right of the solicitors of the Supreme 
Court to an immediate call to the bar, has already been 
well handled that I should have felt diffident in a aca 
another contribution were it not for the fact that the pro 
fession is just now again thoroughly alive to the subjeot, 
and oar chief society has been making fresh efforts to secure 
this right to the solicitors. Ever since the keynote wa 


too, has been urgent in the matter; and so long a8 t#0- 
years ago, after our Oxford meeting, no less an & uy 
than the leading journal pointed ont that in this effort we 
should certainly have the public with us. In two words. 
the fiat has gone forth—a Bill in Parliament must, shortly 
see the light! The arguments in favour of this step @ 
legion, but it is only one or two that I shall attempt to ada 
to those already used. I trust, however, they may be ft 
deserving of consideration, and that by bringing the sab 1 
again forward another and a deo'ded expression of opinion” 
may emanate from this meeting—as was the case a ' 
our anonal London meeting, and, I believe I mayy 
say, whenever the subject has come to the fronh” 
In the first place, we may remember that in olden times 


ime 





* A paper read at the Manchester meeting of the Incorporated ¢ 





Law So-iety by Mr. Gainnam Kuen, of London. 





very many of whom are members of the Law Society, ought, | 


Friday last, who desire me to inform you that, although # © 


given us by one of our ablest presidents at the first of these. 
usefal gatherings, all the thoughtfal men amongst us have 
felt and said that the work must goon. Oar legal % 
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{here was « difference in the education of the two classes of 
gen who tised in the two branches, when the barrister 


existed. But this is no longer the 
ah the great body of first-class solicitors was then 


unknown. With the exigencies of modern times, 

dhe solicitor in large practice, in family, commercial, parlia- 
, banking, company and general business, must 
“g man of education, judgment and res ibility. 
Re class has grown to large proportions during the last 
, and recently has been augmented by the absorp- 
nf the proctorial body; so that the solicitor branch 
‘gands on far higher ground than it formerly occupied. I 
may mention in passing the fact that for a long period the 
system has embraced a very similar branch, viz., 

first class or legal notaries. They, I believe, consider 
themselves at the head of the legal profession of their 
. They advise in all legal cases, but do not leave 
bers. They are there to be consulted, leaving 
it for the advocate and the avoue to carry on the work in the 
Now I am not going to argue that the solicitor is 
efore the barrister. In this, as in the days of ancient 
Greece and Rome, and in all times, the orator most hold a 
foremost place. But I do maintain that ia our great com- 
qercial age, with its manifold and complex duties, rights, 
and civilization, the wise administrator has become 
ry _ of equal importance to the community. 
It is a subject of congratulation that the Government 
has now recognized the right and the fitness of the solici- 
tors to take in the public business of our country. 
This is no slight proof of our proposition that the solicitor of 
the present day is of a different stamp to the attorney of ruder 
times. The authorities are aware, as are al], that for years past 
men of education from the universities and all the great 
schools of learning, and men of high social position, are in 
our ranks, and it follows that the easy passage from one to 
the other branch of our profession, while it opens up a new 
and fertile field, cannot lower the bar. I have been told that 
several well-known members of the bar are in favour of 
the plan I am advocating. They no doubt see the just- 
ness of the claim, and, as readers of history and lovers of 
precedent, recognize the rule for the well being both of 
aations and institutions—viz., that timely concession and re- 
form (not violent and radical change) are the means of strength 
and safety. Our own country, England, isa happy example 
of this. Another aigument which presented itself to my 
mind, and caused me to bring this subject forward at this 
time and place, is that we cannot shut our eyes to the fact 
“localisation” is abroad in our profession, the outcome 
of recent legislation. Though London must ever remain 
the head centre of the Supreme Court, much more im- 
portant work will be done in the provinces than heretofore, 
I cannot help thinking it would greatly tend to 
4 in some and to. form in others a local bar, 
itors who have shown skill as advocates could, 
if they desired it, be at once called to the bar, without 
faving to wait those three years of stagnation we are 
to dispense with. I recently heard a public man 

who had practised at the bar with success say that he 
believed two years in a solicitor’s office would be a great 
thing for every practising barrister. Many of us have 
for a period in the chambers of some eminent 
We went there to see the end of important 
ers, which had their beginning and growth in the 
"s office, and to guide us in the conduct of future 
The young barrister might possibly do well to 
the early stages of actions and suits; in fact the 
of the two branches are so closely connected that it 
difficult to say where those of the solicitor end and 
ter begin. Bs as I have always been, entirely 
to the amalgamation of the two branches; but-clients, 
days, desire to have real advocates and real solici- 
it does not necessarily follow that because the one 
called to the bar he has the power of an advocate, 
the other has passed his examinations he has 
adminis‘ rative talents necessary to make an able solicitor. 
wing down the barriers, and having a double field 
‘open, and, consequently, a two-fold selection for each 
‘branch, it is surely fair to argue there will be a better 
booby eecuring the right men in the right places. The 
have thrown down their barrier which prevented 
barrister from immediately becoming a solicitor. Some 
we should have made it a conditional change, but 
majority believe that we have pursued the true 
plan of starting fair—and «n our part, as we take 


i 


é 


peettet 


4 


mes 


FIepHOUEHLE 


Eg 
ze 


ff 


Hf 


fendant, George 





the initiative, more than fair—and saying once more to the 
benchers (who on the last application to them pointed oat 
the statutory barrier as a reason for refusing our request) :-— 
‘* Now, those amongst you who feel they have missed their 
mark can, on satisfying our authorities, come at once to us. 
Let those amongst us who feel they have the necessary 
pons, and can satisfy your authorities, go at once to the 
, Without fatal loss of time.” I have already referred 
to the favourable view taken of our claim by Times. 
I will quote two passages from their issue of October the 6th, 
1876, prefacing it by remarking that the Times had acquiesced 
pesibsd in our reasons against amalgamation, though not 
quite to the extent I went, and referred to the United States 
as an example of a contrary system. It went on to say: 
‘‘The more, too, we maintain the exelusive position of 
solicitors, and the more firmly we believe it to be based on 
reasonable grounds, the more clearly are we bound to make 
the passages from one branch of the profession to the other 
as smooth as — and not to throw needless and 
vexatious difficulties in the way of those who desire to 
traverse it.” And, again, ‘‘ Bat in the very common case of 
the man who has made a mistake about his profession, and 
who now wishes to set himself right, we can certainly see no 
advantage, or at least no public advantage, in his being 
hiodered and practically preventéd.”’ ‘Or at least no 
public advantage”: there lies the test by which all pro- 
positions for alteration and change should, nay, must, be tried. 
The final reason I would give why the solicitor is entitled to 
an immediate call to the is, that we have at our Law 
Institution very thorough arrangements td instruct and 
examine students, and when one or two improvements now 
in contemplation have been effected, the present comptehen- 
sive arrangements of this society for instruction and exami- 
nation in all branches of the law will be perfected. We 
have the aid of able examiners and lecturers, and great pains 
have been taken to render all our examinations effective. 
The intermediate and fioal examioations are conducted b 
examiners selected with much care from our own ranks, an 
they act under a special committee of the council. Who 
shall say that men who have benefited by this training, and 
the practice they have seen, and in addition have had (as our 
preliminary examination proves) a good general education, 
are not fit at once to be called to the bar? The time has 
come for this reform—the profession, the public demand it ! 








County Courts. 


WAKEFIELD. 

(Before Mr. Senczant TixpaL Atkinson, Judge.) 
Nov. 19.—Connor and Houston v. George Mills Cliffe and 
John Cliffe. —George Mills Cliffe v. Connor and Houston. 
Invalid promissory note—Fraudulent bill of sale. 

His Honour in giving judgment in these cases said :— 
These actions, which are in substance cross actions, and 
which, by the consent of the eps bave been heard 
together, were commenced on the 21st of May last, and after 
a protracted inquiry continued on four separate occasions, 
now await judgment. As the findings must necessarily be 
distinct in each of the actions, it may be convenient to dis- 
pose, in the first instance, of that of Connor and Houston v. 
George Mills Cliffe and John Clife. The plaintiffs in this 
action claim from the two defendants, father and son, the 
sum of £5 3s. 9d., being the unpaid balance due on a joint 
and several promissory note made by the defendants. The 
short facts, under which the claim arises, are: George Mills 
Cliffe, the son, found himself, at the latter end of the year 
1877, in embarrassed circumstances. A meeting of his 
creditors was held, and a composition was accepted by them 
of 2s. 6d. in the pound. In January of this year the de- 
ills Cliffe, not having the means of paying 
the dividend, placed himself in communication with the 
defendants, who were then carrying on the busines of 
money lenders in Wakefield. The negociation for the loan, 
which was limited to £25, resulted in az offer on the part 
of the plaintiffs that if the father, Jobn Cliffe, who carried 
on the business of a hairdresser in Leeds, would juin his 
sop, the other defendant, in a joint and several promis- 
sory note for that amount, George Cliffe could have the 
money at 12) per cent. On the 12th of January, Connor, 
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having had a previous interview with John Cliffe, at’ Leeds, 


went with a prepared promissory note, stating “we cannot 
lend your con £25. as originally arranged, bat, you must 
sign this note for £20, payableat six months.” The note 
in the body is in words made payable on demand for the 
gum of twenty-six pounds, and in the upper part of the 
note where the amount of the bill or note is usually put in 
figures, there appears £26, but it is apparent, even without 
the aid of a magnifying glass, that these figures were 
originally £20, and that the figure 0 has been altered toa 
6. It is admitted by the defendant Connor that he repre- 
sented to John Cliffe before the note was signed by him 
that it was for £20 only, and the reason he gave for the 
misrepresentation was that he did not wish John Cliffe to 
know that so large a bonus as £6 had been charged for the 
loan of £20. On the faith of the representation that the 
sum for whish the defendant was to become liable as 
surety for his son was £20, and that the period for pay- 
ment was t> extend te six months, he, without further 
inquiry or reading the body of the note, affixed his signa- 
ture. I am satisfied that the conversion of the £20 into 
£26 was made after John Cliffe had signed. I do not 
think it necessary here to decide whether the subsequent 
alteration is so material as to vitiate the note, because | 
have arrived at the conclusion that the representations by 
Connor on that occasion were made with a fraudulent inten- 
tion to mislead, and that it is no answer to say that John 
Cliffe might haveat once known the trath by merely reading 
the body of the note. In my view of the facts, the procur- 
ing the signature to the note is the same in principle as if 
@ deed had been misread toa man who can’t read, or the 
Sense declared different to the truth; in such case the 
deed does not bind him (2 Rol. Abr. 28. Faits—S. 
Simons v. Great Northern Railway Company, 2 C. B. N. 8. 
620)—nor is it any answer tosay that John Cliffe would 
have as readily signed for £26 as for £20. He was left no 
option in the matter, and he was lulled into a false confi- 
dence that the note as to the amount and the period it had 
to run were as stated by Connor. Oa the ground, there- 
fore, that the instrament having been obtained by a 
frandalent representation made by the party suiog upon 
it, it is void, as between the plaintiffs and the defendants, 
and a verdict must be entered for the latter, with costs. 
The second action, brought by George Milla Cliffe 
@gainst Connor, Houston, and Duthoit, is for a trespass in 
the dwelling-house of the plaintiff, and seizing and selling 
his household furniture and five sewiog machines, under 
an alleged bill of sale. The facte,as I fiod them proved, 
are that on Monday, the 14th of January, the plaintiff 
went to Connor and Honston’s office to add his signa‘ure 
to the promissory note, the subject of the first action, and 
to receive the £20 ; that he was, after signing the promis- 
sory note, asked by Connor (Houston being present) to sign 
his name, as a matter of form, upon a paper which at that 
time was partly covered by a shect of blotting paper, upon 
which was placed the previously signed note. There was 
nothing to indicate that the paper he was signing was a bill 
of sale, and what the p'aintiff did was to write bis name 
twice, at the instance of Connor, under the belief that what 
did was, as described by Connor, a mere matter of form ; 
the fact being, that the covered part of the paper contained, 
in prin', the terms and conditions which, when the blanks 
werefilled up, made, with the signatures of the plaintiff, a com- 
plete bill of sale, with all its usnal stringent provisions. The 
docament so ener remained unfilled up in Connor’s hands 
until the Tuesday following, when it was taken, according 
to the practice which presailed at the defendant's office, to 
Houston's residence. On the 26th of January an execation 
on a judgment obtained in the Wakefield County Court, 
at the suit of Wainwright and Mason, against the plaia- 
tiff, was put in force by tie high bailiff of the county 
court, by taking possession of the plaintiff's furniture. 
Oo this taking place the plaintiff's wife went to 
the defendent’s office, and informed Connor of the 
fact, wishing him to induce Honston to buy « 
sewing machine for the purpose of paying the exe- 
cation out. On hearing this, Houston directed Connor 
oSaeee the bill of sale which had been signed by the 
plaintiff, the blanks having been filled up in the interval, 
and placed it in the hands of Duthoit, the other defendant, 
who took possession, under it, of the plaintiff's furniture, 
but upon having fire sewing machin-s given up to him, 
Dathoit withdrew from that possession, but, st Houston's 





direction he again came in on the 28th,:and Temoved the 


‘whole of the plaintiff's furniture, except the beds, whidh,-at ~ 


‘Connor’s instance, were left in the. house. The 
and the se machines were sold by auction, D 

the auctioneer, for £27 17s. 3d., Duthoit’s 
for the sale and possession being £9.1s. The procuri 
new set'of books by Houston, and the ante-dating of! 
payment of the loan from the 14th to the 12th of J 
to meet the suggestion made by the court that if the bill of 
sale which related to the subject-matter of the promisgopy. 
note, and was intended to be a collateral security for 
might operate as a merger, and thus form an,answer to the 
action on the promissory-note, has weighed strongly withmg 
in coming to the conclusion that the signatures of thy 
plaintiff to the alleged bill of sale were procured. 
a fraudulent misrepresentation, and that, as a / 
of sale, it has no operation in law to bind the ' plaintiff, 
and that as far as he is concerned he never had 
knowledge until the 26th of January, when Duta 
seized his furniture under it, that such a document ha} 
any existence. No doubt if the plaintiff had executed, 
bond fide bill of sale with the mere intention to dofest 
Wainwright and Mason’s execution, that would aot 
in itself have constituted a fraud, but if the trans. 
tion was only colourable, and it had been secretly agreed 
that Cliffe should preserve his dominion over his 
erty, using the bill of sale as a mere protest to 
out the execrtion, the bill of sale would have been 
In the present case I find from the facts that an exeonted 
valid bill of sale as between the plaintiffs and the defend 
ants never had any existence. It is a well-established: 
principle of law that he who is guilty of a frand shall never 
be permitted to avail himself of it, and if a contract founded 
in fraud be questioned between the parties to that contract, 
then, as against the person who has committed the frand 
and him who endeavonrs to avail himself of it, such contragh. 
is null and void. Being of opinion that the bill of sale 
ander which the defendants jastify the trespass was frauda 
lently procured, and theretore void, the justification whollp 
fails, and the only question which remains is the .amoanb 
of damage which, sitting as a jury, I think the facts call 
upon me to give to the plaintiff. As I have no power 
except by consent of the plaintiff and defendants to take 
into consideration the £20 which the defendants lent to the 
plaintiff, and which remains unpaid, the verdict must be 
engered for £50. With regard to the other defendant, 
Dathoit, I can see no evidence to affect him as a principtl 
in the matter, and there must be judgment in his favonr, 
but it must be entered without costs. The decision will, 
therefore, be, in the case of Convor and Honston against the. 
two Cliffes, verdict for the defendants with costs, In Cliffe 
v. Connor, Houston, and Duthoit, judgment against Connor 
and Honston, damages £50, a verdict to be entered for 
Duthoit without costs. 


actions. 
Williams, for Houston. 
Horner, for Connor, 





Police Courts. 


BRIGHTON. 


At the sitting of the borough justices of Brighton, om 
Monday, Mr. Maclauchlan Robert Ernest Brandreth, & 
solicitor of that town, appeared, in answer to a summons 
charging bim with having, on April 25, 1877, unlawfally 
and knowingly, by a fulse pretence, obteined a sum of 
£6 14s. 4d. with intent to cheat and defraud. The case 
created & considerable amount of interest, for, independent’ 
of the defendant's professional position, be holds her 
Majesty's commission of captain in one of the local volaa- 
teer corps. 

Clark, sone on behalf of the prosecution, and 

Besley, defended, 

In opening the case on behalf of his client, Clark ssid 
there were other charges—three in number—on which he 
should ask for the defendant to be put upon his trial ; bat 
Besley objected to any charge being entered into 
that which was mentioned in the summons, that being 
only charge which he was called upon to meet. 






BZ. Tindal Atkinson, barrister, for the Cliffes in both 
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2 prosecutrix, idow lady, ed Sch bein 
bd eel | that in 1878 had echplopad sho dihtont® 


gasolicitor, and in that year she borrowed £30 from 

bim, aod ve him a bill at months for £35. That 

: ards paid,and in January, 1875, she again 

jmowed £30, and gave another a for £35 for 

inmonths. That bill was renewed from time to time till 

, 1877, she paying £5 interest each time it was 

In April that year she had an interview with 

t, at which = latter rw her that moe oe 
‘extra expense by reason of her not. payi 

gd renewing the bill earlier, She asked Say ‘what it 

to, and he produced an account for £6 14s. 4d., 

ghich she believed to have been costs—as it purported —in- 

by him in defending an action brought by the holder of 

named Ward, against her on the bill for £30. 

That interview took place on a Sunday, and defendant 

jaid the money mast be paid before twelve o’clock on the 

day, but it was ultimately arranged that the 

money should be paid on the Wednesday. On that day she 

+the-money, and asked fora receipt, but was told by 

nt that one was quite unnecessary, as she would not 

ealled upon to pay again, and had better tear up the bill 

ofcosts. She remarked to him that she thought Mr. Ward, 

whoever he was, was very hard upon her in charging £5 

interest every three months for renewing the bill of exchange, 

god then running her to £6 14s. 4d. expense for costs. In 

reply to questions. from the learned counsel on the point, 

ix stuted that she was under the belief that an 

adverse action had been brought against her by Ward, that 

defendant had paid the amount for her, and that there had 

been a real action. She was not aware that defendant was 
ating as solicitor to the holder of the bill as well. 

Mr. Evershed, registrar of the High Court of Justice in the 
Brighton district was called, and stated that a writ was 
isued on April 13, 1877, and proceedings taken thereon, the 

purporting to be “ Percy Milton Ward, gentleman, of 

“ Lewes-road, Brighton ;” and the writ to have been 
ined by “John Maynard, solicitor.” An appearance was 
gateredon April 20, by ‘* Brandreth and Gray,’’ and a ‘‘ con- 
mottoanorder” given. Nothing more was heard of the matter 

ythe court; no order was ever drawn up, no judgment 
signed, and no costs taxed. The bill of costs for £6 14s. 4d. 
Wat on.a printed form issued in the registry; but if a 

ion had taken place it would have been signed by the 
trar. Running over the items, witness pointed ont 
for work which had not been done and others which 
bad-not been paid. 
Tneross-examination, Mr. Evershed said he never saw 
Ajadgment paper withont costs being entered upon it; 
;on the other hand, he never saw a judgment paper 
judgment being entered, and never saw a bill 
doosts before judgment was entered. He never saw & 
Will of costs unless it came before him for taxation. 
‘Mr. John Maynard, solicitor, of Brighton, stated that the 
to the wri¢ was not his, neither was the writ 
immed by him. He gave no authority for the use of his 
tame; and: knew nothing of the action. He knew Percy 
Ward, the plaintiff, was at the time of the action in 
yment of Messrs. Brandreth & Gray. 
“4 Helen Flint, a friend of the prosecutrix, proved 
taking £5 to defendant’s office for her some time in April, 
W877, and seeing his partner, Mr. Gray, who suid he knew 
thing at all about the matter. She subsequently called, 
tad obtained a receipt from Mr. Brandreth. 
I. R. Percy Milton Ward, of 30, Jewry-street, 
ter, wine merchant, stated that in April, 1877, he 
Wasarticled to Messrs. Brandreth & Gray. He was then twenty 
Years of ave, and his means at the time were limited. The 
was in the handwriting of Mr. Gray, jun., and the 
vit in the writing of Mr. Brandreth, including the 
stating that ‘the bill bad been indorsed to bim 
). He could not say that he ever saw the bill, or 
it was ever indorsed to him. 
Septimus Prince, a clerk in defendant's office, gave 
evidence as to the handwriting. 
“The Bench decided upon sending the case’ for trial, 
defendant being admitted to bail.— Daily Telegraph. 
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Legislation of tive eck. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
DEC. 13.—BILLS READ A FIkST TIME. 

Bill to amend the law relating to the qualifications re- 
quired for holding certain medical appointments. (Mr. 
Errington.) 

Bill to amend the Pablic Health Act, 1875, as to inter 
ments. (Mr. Marten.) 

DEC. 16.—BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 

DisauatieicaTion BY Recerer or Mepicat Reuier. 


DEC. 17.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME, 
Ancient Monuments. 








LORD PENZANCE AND THE LORD CHIEF 
JUSTICE. 


Lorp Penzance has addressed the following letter to the 
Lord Chief Justice with reference to his pamphlet :— 
“2, Grafton-street, Deo. 14. 

“My dear Chief Justice,—I have not yet read your 
pamphlet or any part of it. Though addressed to me, it 
was, I imagine, intended less for my perusal than for that 
of the public, in whose interest it was, I believe, adver- 
tised some days before I received it. 

“Bot I have read the leading articls upon it in 
the Times, which pronounces it to be ‘a model of angry 
controversy ’—controversy, too, of a directly personal 
nature, inasmuch as it charges me with ‘headlong wrath,” 
‘a too sensitive vanity,” and the like. 

“If such be its true character, I think I had 
better not read it at all. There should be no con- 
troversy between us but one of a legal character, 
and that has already passed out of our hands into 
those of the Court of Appeal. I cannot charge 
myself with having given just cause for personal re- 
criminations, The judgment which I presume has offended 
you contained a free criticism upon your judgment ia Mr. 
Mackonochie’s case, but it did not criticiz? its author. This 
decision of the Queen’s Bench was not the decision of a 
Court of Appeal, and entitled as sach to my allegiance, but 
that of an extraneous court, exercising, as I though’, unlaw- 
ful powers over the court in which I presided, against which 
I felt bound to protest. The tone of that protest may have 
been, perhaps, too much influenced by the tone of your 
judgment, which you had printed and circulated far and 
wide, its unm language, avd the imputations it 
appeared to convey against those who administered the 
ecelesiastical law. I am not aware, however, that I ex- 
ceeded the bounds of a becoming courtesy; but if you 
thought otherwise, you might be sure, after many years 
of uot unfriendly intercourse, that I should be willing, 
and even glad, to make all suitable amends and repara- 


“ Tf the article in the Times is to be truste! as a correct 
description of your pamphlet, you have entirely overstepped 
the line of abstract and i criticism and offered me 
a war of hard words and unpleasant personalities. I shall 
always think that this is much to be regretted, and Iam 
satisfied that it will not be well, either for you or for me, 
that I should follow your example and reply to you ina 
similar strain, Indeed, I have far too much respect for 
your brilliant abilities and great pablic services to wish 
to detract from them if I could, and as to my ‘headlong 
wrath,’ it is, believe me, entirely a. creature of your own 
imagination, 

*«In this state-of mind it-will not be difficult for me to 
bear with the severe things you may have said about me 
without an angry rejoinder, and it will be easier still to do 
so if I refrain from reading them. I shall at any rate 
thereby another blow to my ‘too sensitive vanity, 
and remaia to subscribe myself, with much respect, 

“ Yours very faithfully, 
‘* PENZANCE. 


“The Right Hon, the Lord Chief Justice of Bugiand.” 
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Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Covet or Musrus or THE 
Date. As: Rous. V.C. Marrys. 


PEAL. 
Saturday, Dec.. 21Mr. Latham Mr.Milae Mr. Pemberton 
Merivale King Clowes 


Monday ...... 23 
V.0. Bascom, V.0.Hurs, MP. Justice 
Saturday, Dec. 21Mr. King Mr.Clowes Mr. Teesdale 
Monday ...... 2 Teesdale Leach Ward 
The Christmas Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 24th 


day of December, and terminate on Monday, the 6th day of 
January, 1879, both days inclusive. 





WINTER CIRCUITS. 


Midland (Coleridge, C.J., and Grove, J.)—Aylesbury, 
Monday, January 13; Bedford, Thursday, January 16 ; Nor- 
thampton, Tuesday, January 21; Leicester, Saturday, 
January 25; Oakham, Thursday, January 30; Liacoln, 
Friday, January 31; Nottingham, Thursday, February 6 ; 
Derby, Tuesday, February 11; Warwick, Saturday, February 
15. South-Eastern (the Lord Chief Baron, and Cotton, L.J.)— 
Maidstone, Saturday, Janusry 11 ; Lewes, Thursday, January 
18 ; Chelmsford, Tuesday, January 23; Hertford, Monday, 
January 27; Hurtingdon, Thursday, January 30; Cambridge, 
Saturday, February 1; Norwich, Friday, February 6; Ips- 
wich, Thursday, February 12. North Eastern (Brett, L.J., and 
Lopes, J.)—Newcastle, Saturday, January 11; Durham, Fri- 
day, January 17; York, Thursday, January 23; Leeds, Tuesday 
January 28. Northern (Thesiger, L.J., and Lindley, J.)— 
Carlisle, Saturday, January 11; Appleby, Thursday, January 
16; Lancaster, Friday, January 17; Manchester, Wednes- 
dey January 22; Liverpool, Tuesday, February 4. Western 
(Mellor, J., and Field, J.) —Devizes, Saturday, January 11— 
no causes taken until 3 o’clock on Monday; Winchester, 
Wednesday, January 15; Dorchester, Wednesday, January 
22 ; Exeter and City, Saturday, January 25 ; Bodmin, Satur- 
day, February 1; Taunton, Wednesday, February 5; Bristol, 
Wednesday, February 12. South Wales (Hawkins, J.)— 
Haverfordwest, Wednesday, January 15; Cardigan, Monday 
January 20; Carmarthen, Wednesday, January 22; Brecon, 
Monday, January 27; ign, Thursdey, January 30; 
Chester, Saturday, February 1; Cardiff, Monday, February 
10; North Wales (Monisty, J.)\—Welshpool, Saturday, 
January 11; Dolgelly, Wednesday, January 15; Carnarvon, 
Saturday, January 18 ; 8s, Wednesday, January 22; 
Ruthin, Saturday, January 25; Mold, Wednesday, January 
29; Chester, Saturday, February 1; Cardiff, Monday, 

Oxford (Huddleston, B., and Fry, a 

January 11; Oxford, Wednesday, 

January 15; Worcester, January 18; Stafford, Thursday, 

January 23; Shrewsbury, Monday, February 3 ; Hereford, 

Thursday, February 6; Monmouth, Saturday, February 8 ; 
Gloucester, Thursday, Febroary 13. 

The Lord Chief Justice of England and one other judge 
will open the commission for Surrey, at Kin -on-Tbames, 
Wednesday, Jan 29. The Lord Chief Justice of 
England, Mr. Baron Pollock, Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. 
Justice Lush, and Mr. Baron Cleasby will remain in tow. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 
December 19, 1876. 

GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
Annuities, April, 's5, 9} 
Do. (Red Sen T.) Aug. ivos 
Ez Bille, £1000, 24 per Ct. 6 dis, 
Ditto, 2100 & #260, 6 dis. 
Bank of England Stock, 251 
Ditto for Account. 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SKOURITIES. 
ind Bik.,5 per Cont. July ,'60,1014, Lot.Pr. 64 por Ont., May, 61 
Ditto for Account ,— Ditto Pe tures, 4 per Cont, 


Ditto 4 por Coat., Vet, "64, 1003 name 
Ditto, ditto, Cortibcates Do.Do,6 por Cont» Ang 78 
4 Cont. 


Orown my Com; 
dated Dec 6, it was ordered that the vluntary windin; 
above company 


Fresh and Preserved Meat 


ee 
BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATH, 


B Deo. 15, at 13 The Lawn 

YRNE—Dec. 15, » the Lawn, the 

WwW Byrne, barrister-at-law, of a hee Ba ah 

Cottins—Dec. 15, at 11, Earl’s Court-square, South Kensing, 
ton, the wife of Arthur Collins, Q.C., of a son. 

FREEMAN—Dec. 13, at 12, Regent’s-park-road, the wife of & 
M. Freeman, barrister-at-law, of a danghter. 

McIntyRE—Dec. 13, at 63, Westwick-gardens, West Kenting, 
ton-park, W., the wife of A. G. M. McIntyre, barrister. 
law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

Co~tmornE—DvuGDALE—Dec. 17, at St. James's, Paddingta, 
Thomas Milnes Colmore, of the Inner Temple, barrister. 
law, to Clara, second daughter of John Dugdale, of Livy, 
Montgomeryshire, and 9, Hyde-park- 4 

JENKINS—WALLIS—Dec. 14, at the Protestant Chi Na. 
chatel, Thomas M. Jenkins, solicitor, London, to Eni 
Louisa, daughter of toy allis, of Strathmore, : 

K Dec, 12, J Birch Kell f 10, Somers 
ELLY—Dec, 12, James Bir » Ol 
Hyde-park, and 44, Linooln’s-inn-ficiie, 80. vy 

Matmm1—Deo. 16, at West Pallant, Chichester, Frederick Joh, 
Malim, solicitor, aged 37. 

Watson—Dec. 12, at Midhurst, Sussex, Mary, widow of thy 
vt = Henry Watson, Knight, Baron of the Exchequer, 
ag ; 

Yarpiey—Dec. 15, at Hadlow Park, Kent, Sir William Yui. 
ley, late Chief Justice at Bombay, sged 68. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
LitTep tx CaAancery. 
Farvay, Dec. 13, 1878. 

Alexandra Palace Company, Limited.—V.0. Malins has, by an ong 

dated Dec 4, appointed Roderick Mackay, Lothbury, to be officis| 
liquidator 
Blaenavon Iron and Steel Company, Limited .—Petition for w 1%, 

presented Dec 12, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Jan if, 
Faithfu lland Owen, Westminster chambers, Victoria st, 
solicitors for the petitioners 


Cornhill Offices Company , Limited.—Creditors are required on or bele 
Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars ofther 


Thursday, Feb 21 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adj 
the debts and claims. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 
eliquidator 
fresh and Preserved Meat Agency, Limited.—Petition for winding 
esented Deo 12, directed to be heard before the M.R., on Dec iL 
Sienee, High Holborn, solicitor for the petitioners 
Handsworth Skating Rink Conpeng, Limited.—Patition for winding 
sented Dec 10, directed to be heard before the M.R., on Dec 
harpe and Co, Bedford row, agents for Ryland and Co, Birmingham, 
solicitors for the petitioners 
Hea oning Company, Limited:—The M.R, has fixed Deo 20 at 13, 
pry My em be “ate time and place for the appointment of 
official liquidator 
Holywell and District Water Works Company, Limited.—The ME, 
has by an order dated Oct 25, epetnnes Arthur Henry Lamb, Th 
lane, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required 
on or before Jan is, to send their names and addresses and the 
lars of lebts or claims to the above, Monday, Jan 27 at It 
is appointed for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims 
Medium for Sales and Exchanges, Limited.—Petition for windiog z 
Dec tl, to be heard before the M.R., on Dec 
gers and Chave, Queen Victoria st, solicitors fur the petitioners 
North Anglesey (Point Ziianrs) Slate and Slab Quarry Comme 
Limited. V.C. Hall has fixed Dec 23 at 12, at his chambers, a6 h 
time and place for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Ban Pedro (Chili) Copper Mining Common, Limited.—Cretitors 
required on or before Mar 8, to send their names and addresses 
the particulars of their debts or claims to Charles Ogle Rogers, Wine 
chester House, Old Broad st, eel ty 4 March 42 at 12, is appo'nted 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


Limirep rm Omanceny. 
Tuxevar, Dec 17, 1878. 


Coombe Works, Limited.—By an order made dy the M.R. dated Deo 17, 
it was ordered abo Coy 


that the above works be wound up. Best and 
Kosex ot, Strand, solicitors 
pany, Limited.—By an order made by bint 
1) 
be continued. Mead and Daubeny, King’s Benot 
walk, Temple, egonte for Thick, Bristol, solicitor for the petitioner 
Agenoy, Limited,—Petition for winding A 
ted Doc 13, directed to bo heard before V.C. Hall, on Jan 17. 
tagu, Bucklersbury, solicitor for the petitionors 


Holl and County Bank, Limited,—By an order made by the M.R., dated 


Dec 7, it was that the voluntary winding up of the above 
bank be continued, Burton aod Co, Lincoln's lan’ fields, agente fe 





Ditto Entaeed Pyr_,4 per Cont. 77 | Do. honds, 
24 Kat.Pr,,% per C.,4an/72 , diths, ober £1006 


Jvhnson and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioners 














debts or claims to Alexander James Russell, George a Edioburgh, | 
fcating upm 
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= 
me Therese and Company, :Limited.—By an order made by the 
MB. dated Dec 6, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
Guoningham, Jobn st, ran solicitor for the petitioner 
ésex Brewery Company, Limited.—By an order mide by the M.R. 
da'ed Dec 6, it was ordered that the above company be wound up 
ed that the trustee in bankruvtcy of Frederick Smee be at liberty 
ly in chambers for tha appointment of an official liquidator. 
tebe ree and Wolfers'an, Ironmonger lane, solicitors for th» pet:- 


8 owe Bank, Limited.—Petit'on for shetieg up prasented Dee 14, 
di to be heard before V.C. Malias,on Jan 17. Raven and Co, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

UNLIMITED IN Coane. 
Tuespay, Dec 17, 187! 
ybent and Darlington Railway y Mahon —The M.R. has by an 
order da'ed Nov 5, appointed William Henry Turguand, Tokenhouse 
yard, to be official liquidator 
Countr PALATIne oF LANCASTER. 

Limitep In Caancerr. 

Tuxzspay, Dec i7, 1878. 

Rae Fire Brick, Tile and Coal Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up presented Dec 14, directed to be heard before the V.C. at 
the Assize Courts, Manchester, on Jan 6. Mather, Liverpool, soli- 
citor for the petitioner} 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuespay, Dec. 10, 1878. 

Dring, George, Middlesborouzh, Builder. Jan 15. Gates v. Dring 
V.C. Hall. Jackson, Middlesborough 

Duncan, Elizabeth, Grove place, a Jan 13. Harvey v. Loxley. 
¥.C. Malins. Farmer, Queen Vietoria 

Eyton, Peter wer vi aaa, » Fliat, Esq." ty 10. Bartlett v. Charles, ¥.R° 

Edwards, Den 

Fenn, Samuel, Pools Hayes, Willenhall, Coal Mast2r. 
hill v. Fenn, V .C. Hall, Riley, Wolverhampton 

Owen, aay Tunbridge, Retired Cordwainer. Jan 10. Owen v. 
Baker, V.C. Hall. Palmer, Tonbridge 

Pattison, William, Connaught st, Hyde park, Actuary. Jan 7. Manly 
v. Farrar, M.R. Woodrooffe, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Richardsop, Sophia, Gravesend. Dec 31. Hatten v. Wa tson, V.C. 
Malios. Richards, Down’s Park rd, Hackney 

Creditors under 22 & 238 Vict. cap, 35. 
Last Day of Claim.| 
Fripay, 6, 1878. 

Ashdown, John, Norfolk st, Stand, Surveyor. Feb 1. Matthews and 
Smith, Sanctuary, Westminster 

ee, Saker, Hope cottages, Battersea, Printer. Jan7. Corse! lis, 
Wandswort! 

goog ee, Heybridge, Ess:x, Builder. Jan9. Digby and 


Jan 15. Brown- 


nd, Thoma Leamington, Warwick, Gent. Jan 30. Hunter and 
Dh, fo, Morley, York, Farrier. Jan 31. Horsfall and Latimer, 
Solicitor. Feb 1. 


aoe, Thomas Gibson, Westbourne Park rd, 
- Taylor, Crntched Friars 

Chapman, Lewis, Stratford, Essex, Plasterers’ Contractor. Dec 31. 
Rhodes and Son, Chancery lane 

Chapman, Thomas, (wow a-f Hertfora Gent. Feb. Richardsons and 
Foxwell, Great Hadham 

Coverdale, Thomas, Brotton, York, Yeomao. Dec 30. Garbutt and 
Fawcett, Stockton-on-Tees 

Coxon, Thomas, Draycott, Derby, Farmer. Jan 31. 


Abney, Derby 
iu , Mary Ann, Shrewsbury, Jan 31. Home, Liane! 
» Edward Bennett, New Bridge st, Blackfriars. April 13. 
Godden, Li ime st 
Dunsmure, Stenart Amelia, South Norwood Park, South Norwood. 
dan 16. Barfield and Daniel, Hlowden bldngs 
\ lange Ramsa: ay, Dappas Hill, Croydon, Surgeon. Dec 31. 


terman, West 
joa Fisher, Charles, Alscot Ral Gent. Jan 31. Chapman, Lon- 


cular, Mary Anne, Carime', North Lancashire. Jan 15, Travers 


Throgmorton st 
George, Hale, tance, Gent, Jan ll. Banks and Kendall, 


and Co, 

Prescot 

Gwillim,Jobn, Hereford, Solicitor, Jan 4. Hutchinson, Hereford 

Exiewn, Thomas, Easingwold, York, Draper. Jan 10, Newton and 
) 

7. William, brigbam, York, Farmer. Dec 31, Turner, 


Babar ohn, Mattishall, Norfolk, Plumber, Feb i. Taylor and 

orwich 

Holbert, Etizabeth Tapper, bye opr Cottage, Upper Clapton Jan 22, 

Rose-Innes and Son, Fenchurch 

mien, Thomas, Wood st, Cheap ide, Trimming Manofacturer. Jan 
Rose-Innes and Son, Fenchurch st 
— Vendigh. Dec 31. 


Rev big es 1 Bothoten, Meshaw, Devon, Febl, Kars- 
ae Oe. st, M 
Lowery, Mary, Joven Biker. Anokland vacgarver and Gildor, Deo 31. 
Barkin bith Auck 
Ron Aiea nse oe Apetlante Feb 6. Pope Gray’s-inn- 


Lestook Robert, Westbourne terr, Hydo Park, Esq. Fed 1. 
sare Mastborough at an te 

LF Bowie, Baalnghal F oe 

Richard nh King ot, heapeide, Acoountant, March 1. Phelps 


nley, Stafford, Architect, Jan 20, Keary and 


Cooper and 


Toulmin and Co, Liver 


sedate, Timothy, Neithrop, Oxford, Gent. Jan 21. Heming, Ban- 


bur 
Sell, ‘Williom John, Fariogdon, Berks, Draper. Jan 14. Crowdy and 
Son, Faringdo 
Sephen, ine, (85 Helens, Lancaster, Hay and Straw Dea'er. Jan 15. 


Brewis, St 
Slomon, Abraham, "Middlesex st, Aldgate, Batecher. Jan3!. Davis, 


nth, Dav all st 
a Wome Longwood, York, Gent. March 7. Bottomley, Hud- 


entn 

stitiact, James, Plumstead, Stationer. Jan 20. Pideock, Wool— 

Tobias, Alfred, New York, America. Jan _3. Mozley and Steavenson, 

Gracecharch st 

— "oi New York. Jan 3. Mozley and Steavenson, Grate, 
urch st 

Warner, William, Gloucester, Gent. Jan 15. Lovegrove and Bryan 


Gloucester 
Welsh, Rev Joseph Roger, Liverpool. Jan 10. Woodburn, Liver- 


pool 
Wheeley, Lucy, Handsworth, Stafford. Feb 1. Harwards and Co,- 


Stourbridge 
Yeo, Richard, Ealing, Jan 9. Baileys and Co 


Berners st 


Middlesex, Esq. 

Tvxspar, Dec 10, 1878, 

Appleby, Eliza, Chingford, Essex. Feb 1. Chamberlain, Basingaall 

Baeis Janes, Cowlyers, Cumberland. Yeoman. Jan 31. Donald 
and Ostell, Carlisle 

Bovingdor, Sunes, Fir Cottage, Pinner. Jan1!. Mott, Paternoster 

. Febl. Redfern 


row 
Braddock, Joseph, Fai: field, L ter, Gas Eng 
Slater and Son, 





and Son, Oldham 
Bullock, Mary Ann, Newnham, Warwick. Jan 17. 


Stratfurd-upon-Avon 
Catt, William, Swilland, Suffolk, Farmer. Febi. Daniel, Ipswich 
Jan 18. 


Courtauld, Lou's, Northumberland Avenue, Putney, Esa. 


uire, Gt. James st, Bedford row 
— Thomas, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 21. Thompson, Lancas- 


ona James Martin, Wellington rd, Bow, Clerk. Jan 30. Marsb,. 
‘en ct 
Ellis, oe. Fe Po — Devon, Shoemaker. Jan 31. White and Ding- 


Gr chs, “William, Birmingham, Bcot and Shoe Manufacturer. Feb 4. 
Jelf, Birmingham 
Abraham, —_ Donyland, Essex, Master Mariner. Jan 4. Pope 


am, 

and Co, Colches' 
Herniman, Robert, "Zeunten, Somerser, Gent, Jaa 15. Easton, Taun- 
Jan 6. Spilsbury, Staf- 


ton 
= ham, Haughton, Stafford, Farmer. 
Holyoake, Henry, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. March 10. Cottrell and 
Jan $1. Pickard, Kirkby 


Son, Birmingham 

Hutchinson, Walter, Thornton, York, Gent. 

Jeffery. He Wi ter Park, S Jan 31. Johnsons and 
» Henry, Worcester Park, Surre: . Jan $l. an 
‘Austin Friars vo Oe 

Mawson, Isaac, Stretford, Manch-ster, Gent. Feb 6, Nuttall and Son, 

Marchester 
Mogg, yg West Monkton, Somerset, Farmer. Jan 15, Easton, 


Taun' 
Meee, Wili iam, Stockland, Devon, Yeoman. Dec2i. Forward, At- 


minster 
Mountfird, Josiah, Sema, Cabinet Maker. March 10. Cottrall 
am 


and Son, Birmin 

Overall, Stephen, Peldon, Essex, Farmer. Jan 31. Crick and Free- 
man, Maldon 

Parker, Freceric Auguetus, Burton-on-Trent, Hair Dresser. Jan 9. 
Taylor, Burton-on-Trent 

Parlour, Ann, Clifton. Bristol. Jan 2l. Fry and Co, Bristol 

Poston, Wiliiam John, Drapers’-gardens, Stock Broker. Jan 31. 
Surbridge and Co, Lombard st 

Pratt, Sophia Elizabeth, = Sursex, Feb 15. Raper and 
Ellman, Battle 
ae | William. Haxbr, York, Gent. Feb 1. Wood, York 

Spilling. William John, Gorleston, Suffolk, Lugger Owner. Jan 31. 
Cow!, Gt Yarmouth 

Stroba, Henry hs ee Bristo!, Commercial Traveller. Jan 21. 
Fry and Co, Bricto! 

Walling, te - Lancaster, Farmer. Dee 23, Sharp 


and Son caster 
Warren, Themas Ingate, Ol) Broad st, Jan 15. Johnsons 
Hind, Goud- 


and Co, Austin Friars 
— Samuel, Cranbrook, Kent. Farmer. Jan 1. 
Wood, * wittiem Henry, Tollington Park, Hampstead rd, Gent. Jan 18, 
‘and Cartwright, Lotht: ry 
Woo. ward, Charles, Oharfield> Gloucester, Cattle Dealer. Fed 1. 
Dauncey and Turner, Wotton-under-Bdge 


Merchant. 


Fatwar, Dec. 18, 1878. 
cuey, © via Nott, Bristo'. Jan 31, Brittan mS, 
Budd, Anthony, Witeombe Court, Gloucester, Esq. Fed 2. Washburn 
and Son, Gloucester 
Balien, Wiliam hanainrd, Lifton, Nay Retired Ba'der. Fed 1. 
Harris, Churchyard, Leadon 
Care, be mae, Southampton, Gent, Febi. Hickman and 
Cheaterman, Fredertek Little Brickhill, Bucks, Beq. Fed 15. Mott, 
sand thoes a nga Oxfordshire, Farmer, Jan 20. Razel 
ener ees t Bridge, Lewisham, Gent, Dee 35. Brie 





Co, @ 
Seta se 
Henry, Kingaton-upoa-Ial) Wood Sawyer, Fob3, Levert 


tnd Chempney, Hult 


ra, Limehouse, Liwnwed Vietua ler, Jaa 2. 
Sona, Bradant ct, Philpot lane 
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Dean, mien Nelson, Vicarage, , Gloucester, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Feb 2. Washburn and Son, 


Dear, omes, sen, Huntingdon, Gent. Jan 81. Morgetts and Son, 


Hanti 
zatington eases, SE a a a ee 
Lee d and Ge, Lee 
— n, George, Southampton, Chemist. Feb 1. Hickman and Son, 
im pto 
= Catherine e Maris, Southampton, Jan 15, Green and Moberly, 
at 
Faulkner, Frederick, Bath, Banker. Dec 26. Inman and Inman, 


Foster, John, Southampton, Gent. Feb 1. Hickman and Son, South- 
ampton 
briel, Samuel Hawkes, Tunbridge, Kent, Gent. March 30. Gabriel, 
Lincoln’s inn-fields 
Hawkins, Benjamin, Weinesbury, Stafford, Licensed Victualler- 
March 8. Thursfield and Messiter, Wednesbury 
neo ah a Sheffield, Scissors Slumatiocaner, Jani, Binney and 
‘o, Sheffi 
— George Philcox, Brighton, Solicitor. Jan 11. Hill and Co, Brigh- 


Halland, Th boo pe Pembroke sq, Kensington, Gent. Jan31. Attwell, 
road 
Hunt, ~ate do Titchfield, Hants, Innkeeper. Jan 14. Gable, Fare- 


ham 
Lockwood, George, Calverley, York, Gent. Feb5. Nelson and Co, 


sions: Joseph, Bishop Auckland, Carver and Gilder. Dee 31. La- 
motte and Parker, Bishop Auckland 

= Caroline, Carshalton, Surrey. Feb 9. Sladen, King’s. Arms yard, 

eman st 

Moore, John Newby, Liverpool, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Feb 6. 
Stone and Fletcher, Liverpool 

Pittard, Louisa Hooper, Lansdowne Hill, Bath. Dec 21. Moger, 

Potter, George, Oddendale, Westmoreland, Yeoman. Jan 25. Thom- 
son and Wilson, Ken 

ee yada Cumberland. Jan 21. Goren, South Moulton 
st, 

Rhoades, William Cobden, Chichester, Esq. Feb1. Greene and Malim, 
Chichester 

Robinson, Richard, Bristol, Esq. Jan 31. Brittan and Co, Bristol 

= George, Greenside, geome or Leeds, Relieving Officer. Jan 1. 

ae and Bedford, 

Ryslls, Thomas Chapman, High- -row, Silver st, Notting Hill, Pawn- 
broker. Feb 8. Freeman, Gutter lane, Che apside 

Seymour, Charlies, Guildford, Surrey, Grocer. March 25. Wells, 
Markenfield, Guildfo:d ge 

an 29. 


Stather, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Huil, Gent. 
Sunderland, Abram, Netherton-in-Northoran, York, Worsted Spioner. 


Thorney, 
Kingston-upon-Huil 


Dee 31, Rolroyde and Smith, Halifax 
Tandy, Berjamin Roe, Bormsgrove, Worcester, Gent. Jan 31. 
Lea, Brom:grove 
Vansittart, Rev Charles, Geneva, Switzerland. Feb3. Bush, Ashley- 
wn Wes' minster 
alker, John, Longwood, York, Gent. Feb1. Barker and Sons, 


Haddersfield 
— Jobn, Westminster — rd, Lambeth, Tailor. Jan 31. 
gler, Westminster bridge rd 
wig, "Charles Owen Thompson, Bury st, St James, Esq. Feb 1. Prior 
and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Wilder Robert, Sheffield, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 1. 
Co, Sheffield 
Wood, John Thomas, Patricroft, L ster, Leather Nerchant 
Welsh and son, Manchester 
Wright, Mary Ann, Cottingham, York. March 1, 
Pearce, Kingston-upon-Hull 


Binney and 
Feb 1. 
Middlemies an 





Bankrupt. 
Fermay, Dec. 13, 1878. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Cred'tors must forward their’proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London. 
Hart, Henry J » Woburn pl, Bloomsbury, Commission Agent. Pet 
Dec 10. Morray. Jan 10 at ll 





Wilson, Nina Marguerite, Ladbroke grove rd, no business. Pet Dec 
Donlan, James, Manchester, Packing Case Maker. Pet Dec9. Lister. 
Bradford, Jan 7 7 at 
P w, Liverpool, Car Proprietor. Pet Dee 11, 
Liverpool, Dec 24 at 12 
Wilsos, Jcbn A » eonenmeenie Merchant. Pet Nov 20, 
Under tue Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Heyday, Richard, Argyle sq, Pentonville, Fiour Factor. Pet Dec 13. 
Rule, John Pearce, and George Head, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, 
Brows, Wilinm He Henry, Shefficld, Manufsetarer, Pet Dec 12, Rodgers, 


10. Marray. Jan 10 at 11,30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Manchester, Dec 30 at 11 
Hyde, Robert, ong Bradford, Warper. Pet Dec 10, Robinson. 
z 
Cooper. Liverpool Dec 24 at 12 
Rebisson, George, Skelmersdale, Lancashire, Tailor. Pet Dec 11. 
Shaw, Alfred, Rock Bank, eK Flannel Merchant, Pet Dec 10. 
Tweedale. Ojidham, Dee 30 at 11,20 
Bollit. Kingston-upon-Huil, Jan 13 at 3 
Toespay, Dec 17, 1878. 
Creditors must fo: ward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Pepys. Jan 15 at | 
10, George Clement, Cheapside, Commis:iion Agent. Pet Dee 11. 
ir Jan 4 at il 
Accountants. Pet Dec 14, Oprenshon. Jan 10 at'12 
To Barrender in the Country. 
Bosce, James, Birmingham, Brickmsker, Pet Deo 12, Cole, Bir- 
micgham 
Barnes Wiltem Hall, Middlesborongh eye ot Proprietor, Pet 
Des 13, Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Dee 
* 


ers Fh 10h 








Davies, Charles Ho peaeeets Essex, Farmer, Pet Dec 12, Haden 
Cambridge, Dee 30 spe : = 


ist. Pet Dec 11. Marshall. Leeds, Jan, 


salen George William, Dorking, Butcher. Pet Dec 13, Rowland 
Croydon, Jan 3 at 2 
Johnson, Pellett, East Dereham, Norfolk, Cowkeeper. Pet Dec: 14 
Williams, Eten, “Hanings, Baker Pet Dec 12. ¥i 
ams, E!len, 4 - Yourg. Hastings, 
Dec 28 at 2 ie 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faray, Dee 13, 1878.,. 
Cox, Charles, British st, Bow rd East, Farmer. Dec 11 
Tvuespay, Dec 17, 1878. 
Daly, Cecil Robert, Huntley rt, Bedford sq. Dec 12. 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Dec. 13, 1878. 
Adams, Alfred, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Clothier. Dec 23 at2 gt 
the Great Northern Hotel, Peterborough. Ollard, Wisbech St Peter 
Atkin, William, Bensham Gateshead, Durham, Build r. Deo 24 at 
at offices of Pybus » Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Ty ne 
Aubrey, Mary, Brynmawr, Brecon, Innkeeper. Deo 30 at 3 at officgs 
of Jacob, King st, Brynmawr 
Banks. William, Seutena, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Dec 27 at 3 
at offices of Stuart, King st, Wigan 
Barber, Samue!, Moseley, Worcester, Accountant. Det 23 at 11 af 
offices of Ratcliff. Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Bell, Henry, Boston, Lincoln, Corn Factor. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of 
Millington and Simpson, Boston 
Black, Samuel, Borth, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler. eed _ at 3 af 
the Townhall, Aberystwith. Atwood and Son, Aberystw 
Bolton, Richard, Norton Folgate, Licensed Victualler. te *o at 3 af 
offices of Breckels, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Young, New. 


gate st 
Boston, Elizabeth Aon, zSenete, York, Wheelwright. Dec 31 at Il at 








officestof West, Thi 
Brain, Toseph, Mare at Hackney, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 30 atl! at 
Offices of Haigh and Agar, Gresbam st 
Broad, James, Moxley. Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 27 at Ll at 
offices of Slater an Marshall, Butcroft, Darlaston 
Broughton, John William, Dewsbury, Tobacconist. Dec 24 at 10 a 
offices of ‘Toberson, Westgate, Dewsbury 
Bryant, Henry, Brighton, — ng 31 2 at 3 at 98, Cheapside. Free 
man and Freeman-Gell, Brieh 
Buckland, John Buckland, Sammaiabiite Tailor. Dec 24 at 3 at 5l, 
Foregate st, Worcester. Gregg, Leominster 
Bull, Francis, Bur'on-upon-Trent, —on Draper. Dec 31 at 2 at office 
of D:ewry, High st, Burton-upon-Trent 
Calvert, George ‘Albert, Loddon, Norfolk, Solicitors’ Clerk. Dec 27 at 
3 at cflices of Copeman and Cadge, Beccles 
Child, Jane, and Rebert Char'es Child, Liverpool, Restaurant Le 
Dee 27 at 1 at offices of Col ins and Wilkinson, Cook st, Liverp 
Cobbett, Edmund, Villiers st, Strand, Bailder. Dec 20 at 2 at offices 
of Tindale, Essex st, Strand 
Cottingham, John, Farnsfield, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 24 (nob % 
at 1! at the Assembly rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Parsons 
end Son, Nottingham 
Croft, William, Tattershall, Lincoln, Tuilor. Dec 23 at 10 at offices of 
Page, jun, Flaxengate, Linco! n 
mer Joseph, Ormskirk, Lancasbire, Brewer. Dec 27 at 11 at offies 
rwin and. Sons, Lord st. Liverpool 
paris , Rees, Mynyddyslwyn, Monmouth, oe of business. Doc3l a 
1 atfoffices of Williams, Dock st, cy Far 
Davies, Meshech, Machen, M ‘armer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices 
of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newpo! 
Davies, Thomas, Prees, Salop, tig“ RR Dec 27 at 2 at officesof 
Etches, Green End street, Whitcharch 
Deacon, Willi‘m Henry, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Dec 30 at llat 
offices of Foster, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Difford, Solomon, Bacup, Lancaster, Solieitor’s Managing Clerk. Dee 
aves at oo at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Wright and 
Dixon, Charles William, Cheam, Sussex, Farmer. Jan 1 at 12 at offices 
of Tatham and Co, Queen Vic'oria street 
Ducker, Emanuel, Haxey, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 27 at 11 at officesof 
Bladon, Market place, Gainsborough 
— Henry, Lianberis; Carnarvon, Grocer. Jan 2 at 11 at Brom 
Seiont, Carnarvon, Allanson, Carnarvon 
Egan, "Jars Milton, and Egbert Hail, Little To wer street, Colo’ 
oo Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Wragg and Edwards, Great 
elens : 
Ewart, Robert, Hutdersfiel’, Butcher’s Assistant, “Dec 20 at 3 at 
offices of Ainley and H.ll, New street, Huddersfield 
Ezra, Albert, Dover, Bookseller. Dec 31 at 1 at offices of Doyle and 
Son, Carey street, Lincoin’sinn, Fox, Dover 
Faulkner, William He enry, Oldham, Commission Agent. Dec 23 at 3a 
offices of Clegg, Clegg street, Oldham 
Forman, Charles, Stretton, Stafforo, out of business. Jan 3 at 11 ab 
offices of Wilson, King street, Branstone road, Burton-on-Trent 
Powter; Jobn Henry, West Chorley, paaonaien ‘Builder, Deo 26 at il 
at offices of Mor ’, Townhall chambers, Ch 
FP x, Thomas, Wednesbury Stafford, Gree. Dec 27 at 12 at offices of 
Higgs St Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Gill, John, Selston, Nottingham, Innkeeper, od 81 at 3 at Flylog 
Horse wae 8 5 ogg Nottingham, Leech, 
Glover, Fr “ppleton, Derby, Farmer. Jan 9 at 11 at offices 
of Holland and higoy, & John street, Ashborne é 
Greathead, Thomas, Cargo Vleet, near Midilesborough, Farmer. De 
os at li ‘at offievs of Wooler, Priestgate, Darl 
y Abraham, Ramsbottom, ne Engineer, D:o 31.0388 
Dresoviek Hotel, Manchester, he. Munchest 
» Burton-cn-Trent, out Solnem Pee 90 at Liat 
Midland Hotel, Station street, Burton-on-Trent, Wilson, Burtome, 
Haneoll, A Alfred, Bradford, She) Coal Merchant. Dec 24 at 8 at offldes 
of Moseman and emer Little Horton lane, Bradford 
Bestise, stad, Gontge Jones Avergavenn m Surges Denti«t, on 2at abd 
of Julius, Monk strcet, A’ enny 
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‘Baty, Bihar erncls, Bt Oller’ stress; Norwich 10 at offices 
of Winter and Franch) Svolverhamptor, Coal 


Barley ravers rilcock, Que er hant. Dec 30 at 
street, Wolverha: 
on ee ot Sonate, Birasnstente; Electro Plater. Dec 30 at 1 


offices of Hornblower avd Hadley, Waterloo street, Birmiu 1 
Hemming, ‘Seven James, Evesham, Worcester, Licensed Vitenlier: 
ae ateara > ir hn Viscous, Higher: Broughton, cove Tailor 
4 Edw () incen » Tailor. 
Deo 23 at 12 at offices of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manchester 
Hilérew, James Cam Sunderland, Builder. Dac 27 at 11 at offices 
of Tilley, West Sunnyeiée, Sunderland 
Hiiguon, Jabez, Pudsey, York, Painter. Dec 27 at 2 at Market Tavern, 
Godwin street, Bradford f 
John, Birmingham, out of business. Dec 30 at 10 at Victoria 
Hotel, Bordesley green, Small heath, Birmingham. Clark, Chelten- 


han 
‘ames, U; Norwood, Surrey, Grocer. Dec 31 at 2at4 
Tae eet ‘Ean May and Co, Adelaide place, London bridge 
Hnison; William, High Wycombe, Carpenter. Deo 27 at 2 at offices of 
Batting, Church street, High Wycombe 
James, Albany street, Regent’s park, Commercial Clerk. Dec 
‘at i at offices of Tippetts Co, Great St Thomas the Apostle, 
street 


Queen 
Jenking, John, Pomygraig, Glamorgan, Draper. Dec 24 at 11 at offices 
Philharmonic chambers, 8t Mary street, Cardiff 
Jennings, Henry, Leicester, Boot Dealer. Dec 27 [at 12 at offices of 
Harvey, Selborne buildings, Milstone lane, Leicester 
Jones, Daniel, Lianbrynmair, Montgomery, Draper. Dec 27 at 12 at 
Wyonstay Arms Hotel, Llanbrynmair. Rowlands, Machynlleth 
Jones, John, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Carrier. Jan 3 at 3 at Queen’s 
Hotel, Chester. Williams, Rhyl 
Jowett, Alfred, Halifax, Grocer. Dec 27 at 11 at White Lion Hotel, 
Silver street, Halifax. Boocock, Halifax 
Taba, Joba Austin, Hulme, Manchester, Undertaker. Dec 24 at 12 
at of Eltoft, King street, Manchester 
John George, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 24 at 11 at Globe 
a: Mount Pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 
damning, John Arthur, Landport, Hants, Draper. Dec 27 at 3 at 98 
Cheapside, London. Walker and Wainscot, Landport 
‘Lawrance, John, Jun, Brenchley, Kent, Butcher. Dec 27 at 3 at Castle 
Hotel, Tunbridge Wells. Hinds, Goudhurst 
Clara, Sunderland, Jeweller. Dec 31 at1l at offices of Lawson, 
street, Sanderland 
le Rersignol, Francis, Gresham buildings, Basinghall street, Architect, 
Dec 21 at 2 at offices cf Grueber and Jeram, Railway approach, 
Leadon bridge 
laws, David, Carmarthen, Bootmaker. Dec 27 at 10.5 at oices of 


Log ro street, Carmarthen 
ekle, Peter, Sunderland, Cab Proprietor. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of 
Steel, Bank buildings, Sunderland 
, James, Jun, Warrington, Fruiterer. Jan 1 at 1! at offices 
Ridgway and Wolsey, Cairo street chambers, Cairo street, War- 


, Alonzo Roe, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, Dec 24 at 3 
toffices of Brittle, St Peter's chambers, St Peter's gate, Nottinghan 
{yneh, Cornelius, Salford, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Dec 23 at 12 
aoffices of Gould, St Peter’s square, Manchester 
Malon, George, High st, Kensington, Carpenter. Dec 31 at 12 at 145, 
Qheapside, Savnders and Co, King st, Cneapside 
Merrion, Mary, Oakengates, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Dec 30 at 12 
at offices of Phillips and Co, Shifoal 
‘Wyo, Richard, Brixton rd, Builder. Dec 31 at 2 at offices of Linklater 
and Co, Wa! brook 
William Daniel, Gracechurch st, Commission Agent, Dec 
Mat 12 at offices of Parker and Bordman, Trinity st, Southwark 
‘Wilken, Ann, Clipstone st, Oxford st, out of business. Dee 21 at 10 at 
4, Berwick st, Oxford et. Oakes, Piccadilly 
Mos, Abraham, Kingston-upon-Hull, Lodging house keeper. Dec 23 
atdat offices of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Nixoo, Fre’ erick, West Gorton, Lancashire, Beer Retailer. Dec 30 at 
Satthe Brunswick Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Clemmet, jun, 


ter 
Northege, Jamee, jun, Nottingham, Joiner. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of 
» Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
, Francis James, Neweastle-under-Lyme, Fish Salesman. 
Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 
William, and Mary Pollock, Tunstall, Stafford, Chemical 
ees, Dec 23 at 11 at offces of Tennant and Co, 
‘anley 
omas. Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Dec 27 at 10 at 
of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
George, Chichester, Wine Merchant. Dec $1 at 12 at the 
‘avern, Gresham st. Nye, Brighton 
Nard, Willixm, Bishop Auckland, Slate Merchant. Dec 97 at 12 at 
tives of Trotter and Oo, Bishop Auckland. Bruce, Bishop Auckland 
, James, Hans place, Sloane st, Gent. Dec 80 at 3 at offices of 
and Tidy, Sackville st, Piccadilly 
Edward, Fenchurch st, Tailor. Dec $1 at 4 at offices of 
Webb, Buston rd 
Robert, Bury, Lancashire, Malleable Ironfounder, Deo 24 at 
tat of Anderton, Garden st, Bary 
Sewell, John, eaten ng ahd ha Grocer. Dec 24 at 11 at offices of 
» Collingwood at, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Nit, Arthur, Broadstairs, Kent. Deo 30 at 12 at offices of Roberts, 


Gray’s tnn : 
Se Maris, Harrogate, Hotel keeper. Deo 27 at 12 at offices of 
and Hutchinson. Harrogate 
» Arthur, London wall, Loather Merchant. Jan 3at3 at 
Bucklerabury 
eantrew, alton-on-Thames, Farmer, Dec 24 at 2 at offices of 


Co, Bedford row 
ot Arlingford rd, Brixton, Commission Agent. 
vite 





at 3 at offices of Ohnson, Fencharch at 
Leicester, Miner. Jan 2 at 10.30 at offices of 
Sok Batley sab nr Secdar: Commission Agent, Deo 27 
#1 at offces of Walker, Commerolal st, Batley 








George, St Leonard’s, Sussex, Carpenter. Dec 23 at 11 at 
8 of Ailkens and Hewitt, York buildings, 
Stot:, Samuel, Liverpool, Tee pany Pome Jan 3 at 3 at 
offices of Nordon and Mason, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Thornton, James, Urmston, Lancashire, Bricklayer. Dec 27 at 12 at 
offices of Woolley, South King st, Manchester 
Thornton, William, Upper Norwood, Schoolmaster. Dec 24 at 11 at 
the Rose Cottage, St John’s grove, Croydon. Denni:, 
Tocque, Mary Alice, Bulstrode st, Cavendish sq, Dressmaker. Dec 23 
at 3 at offices of Lewis, Old Broad at 
Verner, James, Hindon st, Pimlico, Tailor, Dec 21 at 12 at offices of 
Willis, St Martin’s ct, Leicester sq 
Vickers, John Andrew, and Ebenezer Banton Burr, Upper Thames st, 
Engineers’ Stores Contractors. Dec 24 at 2 at the Auction Mart, 
Tokenhouse yd. Tanner, Circus place, Finsbury circus 
Walker, James, Leeds, Dry-a'ter. Dec 20 at offices of Lawrance 
and Co, Old Jewry chambers, in lieu of the place originally named 
Ward, Alfred James, Brighton, Cizar Merchant. Deo 31 at 2 as the 
Gaiidhall Tavern, Gresham st. Nye, Brighton 
Waeham, Thomas, Blackburn, Tailor. Jan 7 at 3 at offices of Whalley, 
Richmond terrace, Blackburn 
Webb, John, Sydenham, Boot Dealer. Jan 2 at 10 at the Masona’ 
Arms Tavern; Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Chalkley, Moors 
gate st 
Whitaker, John, Leeds, Packer. Dec 24 at 11 at offices of Harrison, 
East parade, Leeds 
White, Henry William, Redcar, York, Grocer. Dec 27 at 11.30 at 
offices of Thompson, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Whittle, Joho, Lancashire, Engine Fitter. Dec 27 at 11 at offices of 
Stuart, King st, Wigan 
Wildman. Edward, Nottingham, Tailor. Dec 31 at 3 at officesof 
Cranch and Stroud, Low psvenent, Nottingham 
Williams, Cornelaus, Conway, Painter. Jan6 at 12 at the Hop Pole 
Hotel, Chester. Hughs, Conaway 
Williams, David, Mynyddysliwyn, Mon, Colliery Clerk. Jan7 atl at 
offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 
Wilson, Alexander, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Schoolmaster. Dec 23 at2 
- the County Oourt Office, Bank buildings, Hastinzs. Chaliader, 
astings 
Wilson, Thomas, Kingston-upon- Hull, Grocer. Dec 23 at 12 at officas 
of Summers, Manor st, Kinzston-upon-Hu'l 
Wood, Peter Lee, Lowton, Lancashire, Farmer. Dec 30 at 3 at offices 
of Buckley, Bond st, Leigh 
Wood, Richard Drury, Barrow-in-Furness, Clab Manager. Dec 21 at 
1l at the Temperance Hote!, Strand, Barrow-in-furness. Sime, 
Barrow-in-Furness 
Woolf, Day, Ewhurst, Surrey, Farmer. Jan 3at 3 at offices of Cooper, 
Chancery lane 
Wright, Charles, and Orson Wright, Leicester, Builders. Doc 24 at 3 
at offices of Ows'on and Dickinson, Friar lane, Leicester 
Wright, John, Twickenbam, Grocer. Dec 24 at 12 at 4, Arthur st 
east, London bridge. Car:er and Bell, Eastcheap 


Tvusspax, Dec. 17, 1878. 


Abbott, Thomas, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Hotel Keeper. Dee 27 at 12 
at the lownhall, Aberystwith. Hughes and Sons, Aberystwith 

Adams, Charlies, Montpelier, Bristol, Chemist. Dec 31 at 2 at offices of 
— and Co, Albion chambers, Small st, Bristol. Fussell and Co, 

“Bristol : 

Armitaze, William, Midd'estown, York, Mechanic. Jan 3 at 2.30 at 
offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dawsbary 

Bamtord, Samuel, Kilwhybart, Brecon, Farmer. Dec 3) at 11 at offices 
of Lewis and Jones, Vic:oria st, Merthye Tydfil 

Bartlett, Arthur, Bournemoath, Wine Merchant. Jan 3at 11.30 at 
offices of Aldridge and Sharp, Westover vil'as, Bournemouth 

Ba‘es, James Frederick, Luton, Beds, Wine Merchant. Jan 1 at 2 at 
offices of Angell and Co, Gresham st 

Bedford, Marmaduke, Mook Fryston, Potato Dealer. Dec 30 at 1 at 
the New Inn, Sherbarr, nr South Milford. Rhodes, Sherdura 

Bown, John, Hoo'ey Hi'l, Ashton-under-Lyne, Hat Manufacturer. 
Dec 20 at 3 at offices cf Coates and Haslam, Old st, Ashton-under~ 
Lyne 

Bright, John, Durham, Greengrocer. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Robin- 
son and Co, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Burns, Owen, Leeds, Beer Seller. Dec 30 at 1 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgky, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Buxton, Thomas, Radford, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 3 at 
4 at 12, Fletcher gate, Nottingham. Cockayne, Nottingham 

Case, Henry Edward, Watchet, Somerset, Sip Owner. Dec 28 at U 
at offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Catton, Jobn Thomas, Spring Wood, Haddersfield, Stone Mason. Dec 
30 at 3 at offices of Ainley and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 

Caunt, Frederick Wiliam, Aberdare, Butcher, Dee 23 at 11 at offices 
ot ollie Canon st, Aberda e 

Chorlton, William, Ros*herne, Cheshire, Farmer. Jan 8 at 3 at offices 
of Nicholls and Oo, High st, Altrincham 

Cleave, Joses Walter, Bedminster, Bristel, Carpenter. Dee 23 at 12 at 
offices of Essery, Guildhall, ®road st, Bristol 

Clough, George, Blyth, Northumberland, Grocer. Dec 30 at 1! at 
ottices of Pybus, Dean st, Newoastie-apou-Tyne 

Ooaten, Thomas, Spalding, Lincwlo, Grocer. Deo 30 at 2 at the Angel 
Hotel, Peterborough. Hart, Peterboroagh 

Co'drick, James, Kidderminster, Beerhouse Keeper. Deo $0 at 3.30 at 
offices of Miller and Oo, Church st, Kidderminster 

Cole, William, Evesham, Worerster, Market Gardener. Deo 28 at 
at offices of New and do, Bride st, Evesham : 

Co'eman, William Thompson, Southampton, Batcher, Dec: 
at 12 at ofces of Edmonds and Co, Portland st, Southam tea. 
Swayne, Southampton 

Coppen, Charles, Broughton rd, Baling, Bailder. De> 23 at 3 at offices 
ot Scot! meng ry 

Coward, Themas, Beal, York, Farmer. Dee 30 at 3 at the Crown and 
Anchor Inn, Pontefract. Lo Wakefield 

Criep, Elisabeth, Lowestoft, Frehing Boat Owner. Deo 30 at 12 at 
othees of Seago, High st, Lowestoft ‘ 

Da Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, Deo 31 at Sat offices 

of Murphy, Dale at, Liverpoo!t 








152 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 








Davies, Thomas, Pontlottyn, Glamorgan, Builder. Dec 27 at 11 at 
offices of Morgan, Albert chambers, High st, Cardiff 

Davies, William, Haford, nr Pontypridd, Mason. Lec 30 at 12 at offices 
of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd 

Derby, Joseph, Andalus rd, Stockwell, Builder. Dec 30 at 3 at the 
Bridge House Hote), Borough High st. Finch, Bridge chambers 

Dorman, James, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Hairdresser. Dee 30 at 12 at 
at the Temperance Hotel, Blackfriars rd, King’s Lyon. Kent, 


Norwich 
Dougill, William Ingleby, Leeds, Genoral Merchant. Dec 30 at $ at 
offices of Hayes and Co, Britann‘a buildings, Oxford place, Leeds. 
Bointon, Leeds 
Fdginton, David, Marchan, Berks, Grocer. Dec 31 at 11 at offices of 
Bartlett, Ock st, Abingdon : 
Edmonds, John Henry Kemp, St Oswald rd, Fulham, Horticultaral 
Builder. Jan2at3‘at“the Guildhall ‘Tavern, Gresham st. Van 
Sandan and Cumming, King st, Cheapside h 
Eite, James, Blue Bell hill, Nottingham, out of busines. Dec 31 at 12 
at oftices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Evance, George John, Summers town, Surrey, Foreman. Jan 3 at 3 
at offices of Wynne-Baxter and Rance, Laurence Pountney hill, 
Cannon st 
For-ter, Robert, Westward, Cumberland, Farmer. Jan 7 at 2 at offices 
of Wright end Brown, Bank st, Carlisle 
Fournier, John, Melksham, Wilts, Bicycle Manufacturer. Jan 1 at 11 
at offices of Locke, Melksham 7 
Giarnopulo, John Constantine, Gracechurch st, Diied Fruit Merchant. 
Jan 7 at 3 at offices of Stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st 
Gilbertson, Thomas, Woolwich, out of business. Dec 30 at 10.30 at 
38, Green’s end, Woolwich. Hughes 
Giles, Theophilus Ridgway, Leatherhead, Surrey, Chemist. Jan 6 at 3 
at offices cf Cooper, Chancery lane 
Goldsmith, Thomas, Redland, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 30 at 
2 at offices of Selb , Exchange West, Bristol 
Goodliffe, Henry Arnold, Nottingham, Grocer. Dec 30 at 4 at cffices of 
Acton, Victoria st, No!tingham 
Gran*, George John, Newport, Mon, Pablican. Dee 30 at 10 at officcs 
of David, Cambria chambers, Tredegar place, Newport 
Gregory, Ge rge Hurst, Burton-on-Trent, Picture Dealer. Jan 2 at 
12 = the Mesonic Hall, Union st, Burton on-Trent. Wilson, Burton- 
on-Trent 
Griffiths, Jabez, and James Griffiths, West Bromwich, out of busicess. 
Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 
Gunnell, John, South Shields, Fruit Merchant. Dec 24 at 2 at officesof 
Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pi'grim st, Newcastle-upon-T ne 
Hall, Henry, Chesterfield, Joiner. Dec 27 at 3 at the Star Hotel, 
Cheste: field. Stanton, Chesterfield 
Hamilton, George, Tranmere, School Proprietor. Deo 31 at 12.30 at 
offices of Knuwles, Cook st, Liver 
Hardy, James, and Charles Walker Hardy, Leeds, Fruiterers. Dec 27 at 
2 at the Queen’s Hotel, Wellington st, ds. Weston, Leeds 
Harrinson, Thomas, Leeds, Coal Dealer. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of 
Granger, Bank st, Leeds 
Harrop, Jame-, Oldham, Cotton Spinner. Dec 30 at 3 at The Lyceum, 
Union st, Oldham. Ponsonby and Carli'e, Oldham 
Hart, Henry, Woburn place, Lodging house Keeper. D2c 2€ at 10 at 
10, Upper St Martin’s lane. Micklethwai', Leicester sq 
Hartley, John, and Charles Wilden King, Cheshiie, Engineers. Dec 
30 at Sat offices of Nordon and Mason, Bridge st row east, Chester 
Harvey, John, South Ashford, Kent, out of business. Jan 7 at 3 at 
the Saracen’s Head, Bridge st, Canterbury. Cooper, ncery lane 
Hatton, Robert, Albury, Hertford, Farmer. Jan 2 at | at offices of 
Baker, Bishops Stortford 
Herman, Edward Charles, East Hanney, Berke, Farmer. Dec 23 at 1 
at “‘ Railway Hotel, Didcot. Rashieigh, Borough High st, South- 
war! 
Hey wood, Samuel, Hulme, Provision Dealer. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of 
Phillips, Marsden et, Manchester 
Hicksor, Walter, Birmingham, Dairymin. Dec 30 at 8 at offices of 
Horton, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Higham, George, Ulverston, Seedsman. Dec 30 at 11 at the Temper- 
ance Hall, Ulverston. Park, Ulverston 
Highton, James, Wigan, Tripe Dresser. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of 
France, Church st, Wigan 
Hobson, George, Wa!! heath, Staffo'd, Butcher. Dec 31 at 12 at offices 
of Farish, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Hogg, George, Mansfield, Nottingham, out of business. Jan 3 at 3 at 
the King’s Head Inn, Mansfield. Cutts, Chesterfield 
Hollinshead, George, Congleton, Grocer. Dec 31 at 11 at the Bull’s 
Head Hotel, Congleten, Coop r, Congleton 
Holmes, John, Audensbaw, Lancashire, Pattern Maker. Jan 3 at3 at 
offices of Bradbury, Town ha'l chambers, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Holt, Wiliam Thomas, Birminghan, Tobaczonist. Jan 3 at 12 at 
offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Hookham, Joseph, High st, Deptford, Baker. Dec 30 at 12 at offices 
of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Hope, Frederick, Drighlington, York, Mason, Dec 30 at 11 at offices 
ot Lees and Co. New Ivegate, Braaford 
Howse, Edmund George, Newent, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 31 at 215 
at the King’s Head Hotel, Cirencester. Taynton and Son, Gicucester 
Hunter, Thomas, Durham, Grocer. Dec 30 at 1 at $2, Graingers 
west, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. Richardson, Newcastle-upon- 
Isherwood, James Slater, Bolton, Commission Agent. Dec 28 at 11 at 
the Swan Hotel, Bradshawgate, Bolton. Walker, Bolton t 
Adam, Oldham, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of Fripp, 
Cicgg st, Oldham 
Jeffiies, Robert, Scuthport, Watchmaker. Jan 8 at 11 at offices of 
Walton and &mith, gh buildings, Suuthport 
Johnson, Frederick William Nelson, Manchester, Plumber. Dec 30 at 
12 at offices of Wcolley, South King st, Manchester 
Jones, Thomas, Elm villas, Willesden lane, Horse Dealer. Dec 31 at 4 
at 133, Holborn. Yorke, Warwick st, Regent st 
Jones, William, Merilyn, Flint, Farmer. Jan 4 at 2 at ths Dadley 
xi eas Biwmy Ser Be 
iy, Edward, Stoney Stratford Baker. atl 
a a a uk i 
enry, Wen wall, Miner, Dec 30 at 2.80 at the Builer’s 
Arms Hotel, Redruth. Holloway, Redru'h ” 





Lane, William, Norton Folgate, Licensed Victualler, 
offices of Norman, Great Marlborough st, Regent st 
Lengley, William, Dariton, Nottingbam, Farmer, 
offices of Marshall, Chapel gate, East Retford ¥ 
Lawrence, Robert, Richmond, Surrey, Butch>sr. Dec 27 at2 at Office: 
of Lay, Michells place, Vineyard, Richmond Wa: 
Lawson, Walter, Birmingham, Stationer. Jan 2 at 2 at offices of: 
Foster, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham we 
Laxton, John Thomas, Oldham, Coach Builder. 
of Fripp, Clegg st, Oldham 
hb, Benjamin, Birmingham, Factor. 
Cherry st, Birmingham : 
Lee, Thomas, Bolton, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Dec 20 at 3.at the” 
Victoriz Hotel, Hotel s', Bolton. Dawson, Bolton 
Leeson, John, and Joseph Leeson, Derby, Boot Factors. Jan 1 at Qat: 
Dec 31 at 10 


Dec 80 at 3 at offcgs. 
Jan 2 at 3 at offices of Jaques, 


48, Wardwick, Derby. Briggs, Derby 

Linacre, John, Bolton, Lancashire, Smallware Dealer, 
offices of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 

Lord, George, Stowting, Kent, Farmer. Dec 30 at 1 at the Queen's. 
Head Inn, Watling st, Canterbury. Sankey and Co, Canterbury 

Lord, John, Astwick, Northampton, Farmer. Jan 3 at 3 at offices of 
Weston and Barnes, Brackley 

Mackness, William, Leicester, Wheelwright. Dac 31 at 11 at offices of 
Wright and Hincks, Belvvir st, Leicester ; 

Matthew, Charles, Pakenham, Suffolk, Miller. Dec 28 at 12 at the 
Suffolk Hotel, Bury 8t Edmunds, Walpole, Beyton Lodge, nr Bury 
St Edmunds nae 

Maughan, John, New Barnet, Herts, Clerk, Jan2 at 2 at the Lay 
Institution, Chancery lane. Vanderpump, Gray’s ino sq 

May, Walter Henry, Cheltenham, Hotel keeper. Jan 2 at 11 at the 

eorge Temperance Hotel, Ch-itenham. Winterbothamand(Qo 

McPhillimore, Alexander, Liverpool, Boarding house keeper. Jan2at 
3 at offices of Connor, Victoria st, Liverpool. Nordon and Mason, 
Liverpool cil 

Moore, John, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Woollen Draper. Dec 30 at 12.39 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Rettord. Oldman ané iveson, Gainsboroogh 

Morris, Michae} Joseph, Edgbaston, Birmingham, oat of business. Der 
30 at 3 at offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham | 

Moses, Solomon, Gracee' urch st, Froiterer. Jan 1 at 4 at offices 


Noon and Clark, Blomfield st f, 

Mess, William, Caversham, Oxford, Boat Builder. Dec 31 at li a 
offices of Creed, Forbury, Reading 

Mould, John Spragg, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Builder. Dec 30 aty 
at offices of Duke, Temrzle row, Birmingham 

Nail, Jabez, Barnsley, Yurk, Joiner. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Parker, 
Regent st, Barnsley 

O’Brien, John, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of 
Nordon and Maron, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Palmer, Robert, Nea'h, Glamorgan, Carpenter, Dec 27 at 11 at officas 
of Thomas, Queen st, Neath 

Parkin, Richard, Lecds, General Commission Agent. Dc 28 at 3 ab 
offices of Blackwell, Bank st, Leeds. Harle, Leeds ‘ 

Patrick, Johy, and Archbold Peter Patrick, Newcastle-upou-Tyne, 
Provision Merchants. Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Inccrporated Law: 

Society, Newca+tle-upon-Tyne, Bird, Grey st, re oe ae 

Patrick, William, jan. Shieldficld, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Baker. 
28 at 11 at offices of Bird, Grev st, Newcastle-upon-Tyue 

Perrine, Harry Honlden, and William Jebbitt Perrins, Lozells, Bir- 
mingham, Sweet Dealers. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of Clarke, Waterloo 
st, Birmingham 

Pettit, Henry Thomas, Richmon1. Surrey, Carpenter. 
offices of Lay, Michells place, Vineyard, Kichmond 

Pindar, ph,* Manchester, Stuff Merch Dec 30 at 12 at the 
Victoria Hotel, Bradford. Addleshaw and Warburton, Manchester 

Powell, John, Doe Bank, Ockerbill, Tipton, out of business. Dec 2% 
at 10 30 at offices of Sheldon, Lower High st, Wednesbury 

Powis, Benjamin, Cheyne walk, Cnelsea, of no occupation. Jan 8atll 
at the Guildha'l Tavern, Gresh+m st. Rexworthy, Ch:apside 

Preece, William Peter, Dymock, Gloucester, Builder. Dec 30 at 2.30 
at offices of Tasnton and Son, Clare 


D.c 28 at 4 at 








st, Gl er 

Putt, Susannah El'zabeth, Woolw‘ch, Kent. Dec 30 at 1! at offices of 

Hughes, Grern’s End, Woolwich 

Raymond, 1homas, Trowbridge, Wilts, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices 
of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Rimmer, Thomas, Formby, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 50 at 3 at offices: 
of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpoul 

Reoke, Mery Stephens, Probus, Cornwall, Brewer. Dec 30 at 1) at 
offices of Smith and Paul, Princes st, Truro 

Rothschild, Barnet, Leicester, Cigar Maker. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of 
Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicest-r . 

Sayer, Thonas, Harrogate, Yok, Schoolma ter. Dec 23 at 10 at the 
Granby Hotel, Harroga‘e. Wadijington York 

Sidebottom, John, Wakefield, Fruiterer. Dac 31 at 3 at offices of 
Loge, Wood st, Wakeficld 

Simkins, William, Freemantle, Southampton, Butcher. Deo 30 at 3 at 
offices of Shutte, Port'and st, Southampton 

Smith, George Godderidgs, Birmingham, Hatter. Dec 3) at 2 at 
offces of Coleman and Coe, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Smith, John, Halifax, Grease Contractor. Jan 10 at 3 at the White 
Swan Hotel, Princess st, Halifax. Rhodes, Halifax 

Stanfield, Joseph, Blackrod, Lyncashire, Patater. Duc 31 at 10.30 at 
ottices of Wilson, King st, Wigan 

Stephens, Robert ‘Thomas, Penrose, Monmouth, Farm:r. Dec 30 at2 
at offices of Williame, Monmouth 

Stevens, Andrew, Meare, Somerset, Builder. Dec 31 at 2 at offices of 
Hobbs, Chamberlain st, Wells 

Sugden, George, Swinefleet, York, Coal Dealer. Jan 2 at 11 at the 

‘oresters’ Room, Orown ct, Wakefield. Mander and Son, Wakcfield 

Tait, James, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Lrysalter. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of. 

Elston, Royal arcade, Newcastle-npon-Tyne 


Templeman, George, Bethnal Green rd, Cheesemonger. Dec 31 at 12- 


at offices of Da’ 

Rules Joh, Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Dc 27 atl at the 
Oddfellows Hall, Thornton r4, Bradford 

Thacker, Samuel, Theobald’s rd, Red Lion sq, Butcher, Jan 4 at Ll at- 
offices of James, Ludgate hill. Morris, Paternoster 10w 


. 





asin | 


if 


FtE 
es 


uy 


i 


Hi 


"F 
a 


Te 


enlelginnye 


5 
ie 


we OR RR wR Ee ee oe ee ee 


"pn 1, 1878, 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 


153 








» Pembroke, out of business, Dec 27 at 11 at 


syrates, Betty, Halifax, Shopkeeper. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of Wavell 
Cai art ike Pree. Dec 30 at 4 at offices of Wavell 


sof Oo, Gears o, eethe Wold, Gloucester, innkeeper. Dec 
Beth Wale Hart Ho Hotel, , Chipping ng Norton fa ra 
William, Not offices 
haus” 
Boot Manufacturer. Dec 30 at 11 at offices of 


ter, 
Veraght and Hinoks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
cary he Darn, Hn Wheelwright. Jan7 at 11 at offices of 


mond Hope, Nottingham, Painter. Jan 6 at 11 at 

erp choad a waik, Nottingham 
‘aaa Gi oy ty Dec 31 at 3 at 7, Belvoir st, 
B George, Kna) tm Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 9 at 4 at the King’s 


North 
Aras In, jones Hoe, co Tettenhall, nr Wolverham 


Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, 


Horace, Wood st sq, Frillin: yrs aoe 9 Jan 7 at 
Plunkett and bowtie went St Paul’s churchyard 
and Frederick ee uie New Rony oy Goldsmiths 
2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Lewis, 
Uv 
, Thomas, Oldham, om Dec 30 at 3 at offices of 
Clegg st, Olah: am 
‘atkins Brett, Wells, Somerset, Common Bre 
of os tho Geant tote, st, Bnistol. Hobbs, Jun, 


hn William, and Herman Otto S tuchley, Savage ge gardens, 
Store Dealers. h Hall 


80 at 2 at the Masons’ 
e, Basinghall st. Nicol and Co, Lim 


Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer. Dec 28 at 12 at offices 


Merthyr Tydfil 
Furniture Dealer. Dec 30 at 


ry, Stockton-on-T; 
seeaes and Bolsover, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 


Romsey, Southam yton Upholeterer, Jan 3 ‘ot ll at 
Bimoads and Co, Portiand st, Southampton. Perkins and 


sete William, Thornholme, York, Farmer. Deo 31 at 10 
of Harland, Squire Jane, Bridlington 


— COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 


excess of fat ex’ 
The pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage eT eee Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 


Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. ‘ 

ithout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it — all a) nnn 
wasbner tral charaite, and is four times the stren; 

= ta WEAKENED With starch, &o., and 1n non nah CHEAPER 


ndntutanoasly ey meee S water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
Mies fea Vasetaa he 
(hegre ALA Yawn | is most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
ec ani may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Oharities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZES & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Vil be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 


Tate | the cree pores pate system of Prone ng ARTIFICIAL 
by Her Majesty's Royal Letters Patent), which 

hemiieroa five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 

1967, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 

1853.—Consultation daily free. 

Ruspmnts ABRoaD who are prevented visiting a qualified dentis 

(an be oa nated on advantageous terms. 


EDE AND S50N 


ROBE Pe MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, Ce 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY 2% CLERGY GOWNS, EC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


yuver, James 














URZON-STREET, MAYFAIR.—Nearly equal 
Ge ee Ground Rent ; will pay at present nearly 4 per 
ewe ped ae 18 years about 8 per Cent. ; an excellent investment for 

ians of Children. Purchase-money de :000.— Apply 
Med. Mr. @. G. nor Epwaaps, 13, Coleman-street, B.C. 


JreBBHOLD BUILDING LAND. KINGSTON. 
ON-THAMES.—To Speculators, Builders, Secretaries, and 
pom od of Public and Private Institati and others.—For Sale, 
situate between Kiogston and Norbi Stations, from five to 
on dans of Freehold Land, ‘available for the erection of Dwelling- 
houses, which would readily ‘et or sell, or as a site for Institatioa, 
Asylum, re or other ae requiring extent of Grounds. There 
are special advantages attaching to it; and plans showing capacity 
for profitable development ~~ eo seen on application to Mr, Ferave 
son, 83, Lombard-street, E.C. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S: 
LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 

8, Town and Country idences, Hunting and Shootin 
ver | Garters Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property ae 
oe pare Dona is published on the first day of each =. 
or wil be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C... 
tye a postin ey for two stampe.—Particulare | for inser= 
be received not later than four days previous tothe end 

on Tt A month. 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1879. 

ESSRS. DEB » TEWSON, & FARMER 

beg to announce that their’ SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 

Tewn, Suburban, and Country Houses, ness Premises, Building 

Land, Ground-rents, Reversions, and other Properties, will be held at 

the rh Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, in the 
City of London, as follows :— 

Tuesday, ey = 











Tuesday, July 29 
Tuesday sd 








y 
Auctions can also be held on days besides those above specified. 
Due notice in any case should be given, in order to insure proper pub- 
licity ; the period between such notice and the auction must, of 
course, considerably st upon 4s? _ of the property intended 
to be sold.—80, Cheapside, London, E. 


ERSITY OF LONDON. — The REGIS. 
TRARSHIP of the University having become vacant by the 
tion of Dr. Carpenter, Candidates for the Appointment are 

invited to send in their Applications not later than February Ist, 1879. 

The a with the who'e t of the b C) 

6 direction of the Senate, and has tho aid 

of Registrar and of an adequate clerical staff. 

The salary of the office will commence at £800 per annum, and wil} 
increase by £25 annually until it reaches the max'mum of £1,000 per 
annum. 

The newly-appointed Registrar will be expected to enter upon his 
duties on the Ist of June, 1879. 
, Further information may be obtained on application to the under- 


r THOMAS DOUSE, Clerk to the Senate. 
University of London, Burlington-gardens, W. 
December 16th, 1878, 


LONDON oe (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


HEX RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the aoe Profession to the advan ee 
wards of thirty years, in the special : 
sertion of all pro forma no’ » &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. Onecopyof advertisement only required, and thestrictest 
care and promptitude assured. y stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of “‘ London Gazatte”’ kept, By appointment. 











of his long experience of u 





"NHE AGRA BANK (LIMITS D). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON; 
Brancuzs in Edinbu: Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Laces, Shanghal es Kong. vas 
Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
tomary with London baakers, and interest allowed when the credit 


does not fall below £100. 
Deposits received for fixed on the following terms, viz. :— 
asi 5 cent. per annum, sub, to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
rter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
aon, 


ILLs issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any of the ae 
ot'tee ne Bank free of extra charge and approved bills purchased or 


for 
SaLEs ano Purcuasys effected in British and —- comnts, Sp 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of same 


Interest drawn d army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realized. 
very other description of benking and money agency, 


British and Indian transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairmap. 
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N OBTHERN COUNTIES OF ENGLAND FIRE. AN IMPORTANT ah Fy LAW WRITERS, a. 


INSURANCE COMPANY (LIMITED). 
Head Office: Fennell - street, Manchester. 
Carizazr—ONE MILLION STERLING. 
PAID-UP and INVESTED- <- - di e =e 
Being the oi fame owe 8 eaten any Company in 
ANNUALINCOME upwardsof- - = = £100,000 


Northern Counties of England, being essentially © Non-Tariff 
jenna bound by the fixed rates of the Tariff Companies, 
but rates each risk on its own individual merits, giving every con- 
sideration to svperiority in constroction and management, and making 
© ere) alomneee per Ge 

Special terms allowed to bolicitors for the introduction of Business. 


JAMES E. ORABTREE, General Manager. 


| Fr UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 





. Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemsrsrox, Esq. ( )s 


description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
srw Darcctote tavine attention to the aoe forum of Eile -Foliey, which 








i hs SOLICITORS, BARRISTERS, yee 
COMPANIES, ard Others.—important suites of officesto Let in thet . 

er ee ee 
pp ae ee and well lighted, approached by noble stair- 























STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL Poy 


This new Ink ies the demand continualiy made ib 
t, for a 
Salat 















before me’ Ink which is uninjured b 
Pons. Steel Pens left in this ink for months 
of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least 

Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and'logs 
it used with other than Gold or Quill Pens. This newogn | 
88 rich scarlet red of great = ap The colour of this ant 
t affected by use upon parchmen' consequently ; 
value to Solicitors and Draughtemen. Ot gp 
Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., $8.; and Imperial Qaatag 
40 ounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and 1s, each, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1967, 


Every requisitc onder the above Acts supplied on the shortest agtis 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate gy 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES: OF ASSOCIATION 
in eee for registration and distribution. 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engrav ted. 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches). Onn. 
panies Fee Stamps Railway Registration Forms. 


ne ’ 
Solicitors’ Account’ Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CQ. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Stationers, Printers, * 
streot, London, E.G, (corner of Secieamtstinanee” 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 
1.) feat SAFES for Deeds, from £4 & & 







j 





























£11 is. 
V TUNERS SAFES for < Jewellery, from £7 ite 
7 ‘ mb nls or PE ate, from 19 bs. tole 


Mi NEES: SAFES for Boo Document, 
paw ROS yp 





















E for Lawyers, from £5 16s, & 
ES SAFES for Jewollers, from 21m & 
to £246 2s. 6d. 
M NEES SAFES for Bankers, from £39 lls b 
£502 10s. 














Station), City, E.C. Manchester; 28, Wanetoon 


BE4ND AND (00’/S OWN SAUCE 


G OUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 
OTTED MEATS and “ani 
also 


;{SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TH. 

([URTLE SOUP, AND” JELLY, and oie 

G PECIALITIES for INVALID 
CAUTION BETAS OF KUEEASIONS, 

11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


| Feseeneed COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT 


* STRENGTH AND FLAVOUR TO SOUPS, MADE DID 
AND SAUCES, AND EFFECTS OREAT ECONOMY. 


IZBIG COMPANY'S EXTRAOT OF MEAl. 
D nnameeenteatianinenail 
Caution.—Gen vine only with facemile of Baron Liebig’s ig 
tare in bine ink caross label. 
| Femme COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAL 
In use in most households throughout the Kingdom. 
L216 COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAL 


Pet PATENT OANDLE COMPANY, 


pool, London: Milners’. ‘ 























MEDAL acain awarded to the 

ARIS EX of 1676, their 

sew vATENT MIGHT ir beraies to 8 glans rn 
the pers eat thele CHILD'S T LIGHTS, and ther 
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